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82d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  2115 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  12  (legislative  day,  September  4),  1951 

Mr.  Young  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Russell)  introduced  the  following  bill ; 
which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
F  orestry 


A  BILL 

To  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

4  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “  (G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity, 

7  as  of  any  date,  shall  not  he  less  than  its  parity  price  com- 

8  puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 

9  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.” 


w 


>•  so 
or-5  g 

t-j  d 


w 

8 

H 

H 

w 

H 

W 


I? 

CTQ 


o 

<D  w 
P 

►3 
n 

<p 
pi 


CD  p 


o  ? 


p 
p 
Pi 

*1 
c 

I-J  rt 

<D  P* 

CQ  CD 

rj 


<1 

CD 


Pi 

P 

GO 


H 

H 

g 

W 

W 

w 


CO 

PI 


H 

o 

a 

B 

o 

&. 
H-<  • 
ct 

a 

p 

c+- 

o 

o 

p 

rt 

5* 

P 

fei 

W 

a 

CD 

Hi 

H 

o’ 

rt 

P 

K< 

o 

in 

CD 

s> 

o 

a 

a 

i-b 

P4 

3 

o 

s 

O 

o 

cr 

sting  l 

w 

p- 

S 

p 

CO 

NN 

o’ 

s 

rt- 

r 

l-i 

w 

P 

CTQ 

o# 

p- 

a 

r 

a 

CO 

to 

B 

E 

o’ 

p 

H-i 

rt- 

P 

i-j 

o 

Ha 

O 

O 

L1 

P 

B 

„  l““l 

a 

O 

o 

c 

ct- 

M  • 

p 

p 

CT? 

00 

to 

M  O 

03  /-\ 
H  S 

g?§ 

W  Q 
GO  :Lj 

o  3 

%  H 

CQ 


CO 

o 

ESD 

cn 


r 


CONTENTS 


j  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


Issued  April  17,  1952 
For  actions  of  A-oril  l6f/^952 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  delated  3rd  supplemental  auprouriation 


Sen.  Young  in¬ 


serted  his  testimony  on  price  -supports. _  Sens.  Scho-epuel  and  Thye  urged  additional 
flood  control. 


\SEIIO 

1.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  .APPROPRIATION  3Il\  lf#2.  Began  delate  on  this  bill,  H-.  D. 

S547  (pp*  407^»  4079-82).  There  was  nydiscussion  of  items  involving  this 
Denartme  nt ,  ... 

2.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Sens.  Schoeppel  and /^hyo  snpke.in  favor  of  e.  stronger  flood- 

control  program,  a  coordinated  p2fa.n  of  water  retardation  and  soil  conservation, 
.  and.  a  disaster  insurance  program  (up.  -1091-4) 


PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Ypung  inserted  his  testimony  before  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee  favoring  S.  2115,  to  continue  the  use  of  the  so-called  old 
parity  formula,  and  S.  450,  to  make  mandatory  supports  at  99/J  of  parity  for  all 
nohbasic  commodities  for  which  USDA  has  requested  increased  uro  duct  ion  (pt>. 
110S7-9). 


Vl— t-W.  K M '  .  WlCThnMBi,| '  w 

K  P.ECLAIIATION.  Sen^iTatkins  inserted  his  correspondence  with  the  Interior  Depart- 
.  ment  indicatingvxhat  construction  of  the  Pilot  Knob  Power-Plant  would  not  give 
Calif,  any  priority  over  Colorado  Riyeip  waters  (pp.  4o6 6—7 

5*  IMPORT  CPIY'ROLSo  Received  Calif.  Legislature  resolutions  oppo\ing.  importation 
of  tuna.  |Ash.  and  ladino- clover  seed  (mp*  4053-6o) .  -  ’  • 

6.  UILLLJ^S  CONSERVAII OR.  -The  Government  0- era t ions  Committee  'submitted' its  1951 
on  Federal  vdldl if e  conservation  activities  (S.  Rent.  l457)Cp.  4062). 


BILLS  ILL?  RO  LUC  ED 

RECLAMATION.  S.  3013 *  by  Sen. ••Watkins  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Bennett),  to  author¬ 
ize  the  Colorado  River  storage  nroject  and  participating  projects;  to  Interior 


,nd  Insular  Affairs  Committee  (p.  IlO 6 2) •  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  ^10 o2— 5) » 


g.  PURCHASING.  S.  .3023,  hy  Sen.  Morse . (for  himself  and  13  others),  to  provide  for 
a  Federal  supply  catalog  system  to  he  developed  hy  the  Defense  Department;  to 
Arae^  Services  Committee  (p.  Wg),  !'  Remarks  pf  author  and  text  of  hill  (pp. 

i!0°9-10h) .  .  / 

‘  '■  \  / 

BILLS  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 

\ 


FASH  CREDIT.  .£>.  20S5,  to  provide  for  payments  to  hanks  for  dealing  in  securities 
of  the  *  Central.  Bank  for  Cooperatives.  Approved  Apr.  9  ( Pah  lie /lew  3°5.*  8.2nd 
;  Cong,).  ‘ “  \ 


\  .  / 

10.  HARM  LABOR.  S.  2349,  to  provide  special  quota  immigration  visas  for  alien 
’ 'sheepherders  0  Approve!  Apr.  S'  (Public  Lav:  3C“T *  82nd  Cong.). 


\ 


•  \  jf 

11.  EMERGENCY  POWERS.  H.  J.  Res.  '423,'  Vo  continue  until  June  1,‘  1952,  certain 

emergency  powers,  including  one  relating  to  veterans’  preference  for  certain 
FHA  loans,'  which  would  have  expired  upon  signature'  of  the  Japanese  treaty. 
Approved  Apr.  l4,  1952.  (Public  Lav:  313*  82nd  Cong.). 
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ITEMS  Ill  APPENDIX 

\  /  •  | 

12.  SOIL  CONSERVAT ION.  Sen.  Thye  inserted  a  speech  hy  Joseph  Damhowy  urging  farmers 

to  carry  out  good. soil  conservation  practic  es  (PP.  A24T3-4). 

\  ’  / 

13.  FOOD  STORAGE.  Sen.  Martin  insertedlhis  radio  speech  claiming  there  is  "waste 

and  unnecessary  bureaucratic  spending"  throughout  the  Government  and  citing 
•the  CCC  food  storage  program. as  one.  example  (pp*  A2466-7). 


yr  x 

14.  FORESTRY;  SHEEP  RAISING'.  Sen.  Stehnis  inserted  a  Miss.  Rural  Electric  News 

article  praising  the’ work  done 'by  a  young\4~H  Club  member  on  forestry  and  sheep  ] 
raising  projects  (pp.  A2460-1) • 


15.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Hagen  inserted  a  CrookstoSi  (Minn.)  Daily  Times  editorial 
criticising  recent  House  .Action  in  eliminating  Napproori  at  ions  for  continuing 
the  Rod  River  Valley  flood-control  pro  ject  (p.  Ac'4'-3 ) . 

Sen.  Young  inserted  a  Bismarck  Tribune  editorial  stating  that  completion  / 


v*.  ^ - —  -  -  — - ~ -  -  -  -  . 

of  the  Garrison  Dam :  would  prevent  floods  on  the  Missouri  River  at  Bismarck  (pp 
A245S-9). 
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the  waters  allotted  to  them  and  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  allotted.  Is  intended,  nor  will  any  con¬ 
duct  or  acfii^n  be  taken  or  permitted  which 
will  in  any  way  infringe  upon  those  rights. 
It  seems  this  the  least  that  can  be  done 
under  the  circumstances.  Also  it  would 
seem  that  you  should  call  attention  in  your 
letter  to  the  language  in  the  contract  with 
the  Imperial  irrigation  district  which,  in 
your  opinion,  carries\out  this  intention. 
Since  you  may  be  completely  satisfied  in 
your  own  mind  that  the  tipper  basin  States’ 
rights  have  been  fully  'protected,  there 
should  be  no  hesitancy  on  ydur  part  in  giv¬ 
ing  such  a  writing  as  suggestecKpnd  request¬ 
ed  herein. 

Yours  very  sincerely, 

Arthur  V.  Watkins. 
Wallace  P.  Ben'vett. 

United  States  Department 

op  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  1,  1952. 
Hon.  Arthur  V.  Watkins, 

Hon.  Wallace  P.  Bennett, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senators:  I  have  your  joint  letter 
of  March  19  referring  to  the  rights  of  the 
States  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  supplemental  contract  with  the 
Imperial  Irrigation  District  which,  as  you 
know,  I  signed  on  March  18.  You  have  no 
doubt  received  a  copy  of  the  supplemental 
contract  from  my  representative,  Mr.  Line- 
weaver. 

At  the  hearing  on  March  17  concerning 
the  supplemental  contract  I  stated: 

“Representatives  of  Utah,  Colorado,  Wyom¬ 
ing,  and  New  Mexico  in  a  telegram  to  Mr. 

,  Lineweaver  of  March  13,  which  I  have  read 
and  which  is  appended  hereto,  have  again  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  assurances  given  them  at  the 
•conference  on  February  6  and  7  concerning 
the  scope  and  effect  of  the  supplemental 
contract  and  have  stated  that  these  States 
are  relying  and  will  in  the  future  rely  upon 
these  assurances.  In  connection  with  that 
telegram  I  want  again  to  reaffirm  my  concur¬ 
rence  in  those  assurances.  Under  no  cir¬ 
cumstances  can  the  supplemental  contract 
be  used  as  any  basis  for  attempting  to  de¬ 
feat  the  rights  of  the  Upper  Basin  under  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  to  make  full  bene¬ 
ficial  consumptive  use,  in  accordance  with 
that  compact,  of  the  waters  apportioned  to  j 
it  thereunder.  In  fact,  in  no  event  and  un-  : 
der  no  circumstances  can  there  be  any  use  j 
of  water  under  the  supplemental  contract  j 
except  as  subject  to  and  controlled  by  the 
Colorado  River  Compact.  Therefore,  all 
users  of  water  throughout  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  are  protected  in  their  compact  rights.” 

My  remarks  at  that  time  are  applicable  as 
well  to  the  lengthy  statement  dated  March. 
12  of  representatives  of  the  States  of  Utah, 
Colorado,  Wyoming,  arid  New  Mexico,  which 
was  also  made  a  pari  of  the  record  at  the 
March  17  hearing.  • 

All  of  these  statements  of  mine  are  pre¬ 
mised  primarily  upon  the  last  sentence  of 
article  12,  paragraphs  (a)  and  (c)  of  article 
16  and  upon  article  17  of  the'  supplemental 
contract.  The  latter  article  perserves  in  full 
force  and  effect,  among  others,  those  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  contract  of  December  1,  1932 
subjecting  all  water  uses  by  Imperial  there¬ 
under  to  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

It  seems  to  me  that  these  provisions  to 
which  I  have  referred  state  specifically  and 
in  terms  which  cannot  be  construed  to  mean 
otherwise  that  neither  power  development 
at  Pilot  Knob  nor  any  other  uses  of  water 
by  imperial  growing  out  of  or  arising  from 
its  contracts  with  the  United  States  can  in 
the/slightest  degree  have  the  effect  of  invad¬ 
ing  any  and  all  rights  of  the  upper  Colorado 
RLver  Basin  to  make  full  beneficial  consump¬ 
tive  use,  in  accordance  with  the  Colorado 


River  compact,  of  the  waters  apportioned  to 
the  upper  basin  under  that  compact. 

There  is  not  the  slightest  doubt  in  my 
mind  that  the  contract  articles  to  which  I 
have  referred  fully  and  completely  summar¬ 
ize  the  intention  of  both  parties  t<jr  the  sup¬ 
plemental  contract  and  that  thp  meaning 
of  these  provisions  is  as  I  have  stated.  I 
welcome  this  opportunity  so  to  ^dvise  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Oscar  L.  Chapman, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


THE  SEIZURE  OF  THE  STEEL  PLANTS 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
make  a  statement  for  not  more  than  30 
seconds 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  half  a  minute. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  In  response  to 
a  telephone  inquiry  of  the  Boston  Herald 
on  April  11,  I  made  a  statement  to  that 
newspaper  regarding  the  seizure  of  the 
country’s  steel  mills  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
peat  it  now : 

I  was  terrifically  shocked  by  the 
President’s  action  in  seizing  the  steel 
mills.  He  did  not  take  this  action  under 
congressional  authority  but  under  broad 
alleged  constitutional  authority.  The 
question  is  now  before  the  courts  as  it 
most  certainly  should  be.  I  hope  the 
ultimate  findings  of  the  courts  will  clear¬ 
ly  safeguard  us  citizens  from  abuse  of 
administrative  powers.  If  the  courts  de¬ 
cide  the  President  has  these  broad  con¬ 
stitutional  powers,  then  Congress  which 
is  the  voice  of  the  people  must  act 
promptly  to  specify  just  how  and  when 
such  broad  authority  can  be  used  and 
in  what  grave  emergencies,  otherwise  the 
authority  assumed  by  our  President  be- 
comes  the  power  of  a  dictator.  \| 


AGRICULTURE  PRICE  SUPPORT 
PROGRAM— TESTIMONY  OF  SEN¬ 
ATOR  YOUNG 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  my  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee 
on  April  16,  1952,  in  support  of  the  agri¬ 
culture  price-support  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  testi¬ 
mony  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Young  Before  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee,  April  16,  1952 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  appear  here  today  in  sup¬ 
port  of  two  bills,  S.  2115,  known  as  the 
Young-Russell  bill,  and  S.  450.  The  purpose 
of  S.  2115  is  to  continue  the  use  of  the 
so-called  old  parity  formula  (1910  to  1914 
base)  for  basic  farm  commodities  (wheat, 
cotton,  corn,  rice,  peanuts,  and  tobacco)  for 
an  indefinite  period. 

Senate  bill  2115  amends  section  301  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  in  1949,  by  providing  that,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  authorization  for  the  use  of  a 
new  modernized  parity  formula,  the  parity 
price  for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
shall  not  be  less  than  its  parity  price  com¬ 
puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  1949  act  contains  such  a  provision 
covering  the  years  through  1953.  S.  2115 


would  continue  this  provision  as  a  part  of 
the  present  legislation.  Only  corn,  cotton, 
wheat,  and  peanuts  are  now  affected  by  this 
provision.  Cotton,  wheat,  and  corn  are  three 
of  the  most  important  crops  farmers  pro¬ 
duce  for  the  existence  of  mankind.  Cotton 
is  extremely  important  both  for  clothing  the 
people  and  for  munitions  in  time  of  war. 
Wheat,  even  in  Biblical  times,  was  referred 
to  as  the  “staff  of  life.”  Today  in  much  of 
the  world  it  still  remains  the  major  diet  for 
untold  millions.  Corn,  besides  being  in  the 
greatest  demand  for  livestock  feed,  is  also 
valuable  for  human  food  and  has  more  than 
100  commercial  uses.  No  nation  could  main¬ 
tain  a  high  standard  of  living  without  an 
abundance  of  all  three  of  these  important 
commodities. 

The  parity  price  of  rice  and  tobacco  com¬ 
puted  by  the  modernized  formula  is  higher 
than  when  computed  by  the  old  formula. 
The  parity  prices  of  the  other  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  computed  by  the  two 
formulas  compared  as  follows  as  of  November 
15,  1951: 


Effective 

parity, 

old 

formula 

Modern¬ 

ized 

parity, 

new 

formula 

Differ¬ 

ence 

Corn,  per  bushel _ 

$1.77 

$1.82 

$0.  IS 

Cotton,  I>er  pound. . 

.34 

-.32 

.02 

Wheat,  per  bushel . 

2.43 

2. 11 

.32 

Peanuts,  per  pound _ 

.13 

.11 

.02 

The  modernized  parity  formula  uses,  as  a 
major  factor  in  determining  parity,  the  aver¬ 
age  prices  received  by  farmers  for  the  pre¬ 
vious  10-year  period.  This  method  of  deter¬ 
mining  parity  may  have  considerable  merit 
in  normal  times.  Under  conditions  which 
have  existed  for  the  past  several  years,  and 
likewise  exist  now,  this  method  of  computing 
parity  represents  a  serious  injustice  to  a 
large  and  important  segment  of  agriculture. 

Por  example,  during  most  of  the  past 
5-year  period,  many  farm  commodity  prices 
were  held  down  both  by  OPS-imposed  ceil¬ 
ings  and  by  surpluses  intentionally  carried 
under  a  Government  program  calculated  to 
meet  the  war  emergency.  Thus,  the  modern¬ 
ized  parity  formula  does  not  reflect  the  ac¬ 
tual  market  price  these  commodities  would 
have  demanded  had  it  not  been  for  the  un¬ 
usual  circumstances  of  this  period.  Cotton 
would  have  been  much  higher  over  much  of 
this  period  had  it  not  been  for  ceiling  prices 
and  export  quotas  imposed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  You  will  recall  that  world  cotton 
prices  climbed  as  high  as  65  to  70  cents  per 
pound  in  1950,  largely  because  American  pro¬ 
duction  was  very  short.  Yet  United  States 
cotton  prices  were  held  to  about  45  cents  per 
pound  under  OPS  order.  If  and  when  cot¬ 
ton  production  goals  are  reached,  and  the 
planned  surplus  to  meet  the  war  emergency 
situation  is  met,  cotton  prices  most  cer¬ 
tainly  will  decline — probably  to  the  low  levels 
to  which  they  had  descended  previous  to  the 
Korean  war. 

During  World  War  II  and  following,  it 
became  necessary  for  the  United  States  to 
furnish  great  quantities  of  wheat  to  the 
starving  people  of  the  world.  To  meet  the 
minimum  requirements  of  the  many  nations 
which  at  that  time  were  begging  for  wheat, 
the  United  States  allocated  its  insufficient 
supply  as  best  it  could  under  the  circum¬ 
stances.  Our  exports  were  so  heavy  that  the 
carry-over  of  wheat  as  of  July  1,  1947, 
reached  a  low  of  83,000,000  bushels.  It  was 
during  this  period  that  Congress,  through 
an  amendment  to  an  appropriation  bill,  pro¬ 
hibited  further  exports  when  our  domestic 
carry-over  reached  a  minimum  of  150,000,000 
bushels. 

To  meet  the  contingencies  in  the  present 
war  emergency  period,  our  Government,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  United  States  Department 
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of  Agriculture,  has  asked  for  increased  pro¬ 
duction  even  though  our  present  carryovers 
would  represent  a  surplus  in  normal  times. 
Our  carryover  of  wheat  on  July  1,  1952,  is 
expected  to  be  near  300,000,000  bushels. 
These  surpluses  are  a  most  depressing  factor 
on  market  prices.  There  is  little  possibility 
that  wheat  prices  will  ever  reach  parity  un¬ 
der  a  Government  program  of  high  produc¬ 
tion  and  planned  huge  carryovers.  The  sur¬ 
pluses  thus  created  are  far  more  effective 
in  holding  prices  down  than  are  ceiling 
prices  under  OPS. 

The  foregoing  ought  to  be  ample  proof 
that  during  this  war  emergency  period  of 
planned  large  carryovers  and  resultant  de¬ 
pressed  prices,  the  modernized  parity  formula 
cannot  and  does  not  reflect  what  normal 
prices  would  otherwise  be.  As  a  result  of 
these  conditions,  the  spread  between  parity 
as  computed  under  the  old  parity  formula 
and  the  new  parity  formula  is  increasing. 
For  example,  in  1950  the  spread  was  29  cents 
a  bushel  on  wheat  and  presently  the  spread 
is  33  cents  a  bushel.  In  1950  the  spread  on 
corn  as  between  the  old  parity  formula  and 
the  modernized  formula  was  12  cents  a 
bushel.  By  1952  this  spread  had  reached  16 
cents  a  bushel. 


It  was  the  contention  of  the  authors  of  the 
Agricultural  Acts  of  1948  and  1949,  in  sub¬ 
stituting  the  modernized  parity  formula  for 
the  old  parity  formula,  that  the  spread  would 
tend  to  narrow  year  by  year.  If  the  years 
following  the  enactment  of  this  long  range 
price  support  legislation  had  been  normal 
years,  free  from  the  impact  of  war  and  war 
emergencies,  I  am  inclined  to  believe  there 
would  then  have  been  considerable  justifica¬ 
tion  for  this  position.  But,  as  I  have  pointed 
out,  the  subsequent  years  were  in  no  sense 
normal. 


If  the  modernized  parity  formula  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  go  into  effect  with  the  1954  crop, 
it  would  have  serious  and  far-reaching  ef¬ 
fects  on  producers  of  basic  farm  commodi¬ 
ties.  It  would  result  in  a  severe  penalty  not 
deserved  by  these  producers.  The  producers 
are  patriotic  and  are  endeavoring  as  best  they 
can,  against  many  odds,  to  meet  the  produc¬ 
tion  goals  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States.  By  their  very  conscientious  efforts 
to  produce  to  the  limit,  they  are,  in  effect, 
lowering  parity  levels  to  their  own  future 
disadvantage  for  years  and  years  to  come. 
This  lowering  of  parity  will  not  only  ad¬ 
versely  affect  price-support  levels,  but  will 
also  have  a  direct  bearing  on  ceiling  prices 
imposed  by  OPS  as  ceilings  are  based  on 
parity  levels. 

To  the  extent  that  the  current  high  pro¬ 
duction  goals  and  increased  carry-overs  are 
achieved,  supplies  will  keep  the  prices  of 
storable  commodities  from  rising  to  parity 
or  above.  They  may  continue  at  times  to 
sag  below  the  loan  level.  Whenever  a  par¬ 
ticular  season’s  market  price  is  depressed  as 
compared  with  prices  which  would  prevail 
for  normal  supplies,  this  has  a  depressing 
influence  on  the  parity  price  the  following 
year.  For  every  10  percent  rise  or  fall  in  the 
market  price  of  a  commodity  under  the  new 
formula,  its  .  parity  price  will  be  raised  or 
lowered  1  percent  the  following  year.  Thus 
the  shift  to  the  new  parity  formula,  with 
price  supports  continued  at  75  to  90  percent 
of  parity,  would  result  in  a  reduction  of  the 
future  parity  price  of  the  commodity  if  high¬ 
ly®1  production  programs  are  successful  in 
achieving  increased  carry-overs. 

We  need  Increased  production  of  these 
three  major  farm  commodities  and  others 
to  meet  the  war  emergency.  If  the  mod- 
parlty  formula  goes  into  effect,  as 
it  will  unless  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
is  amended,  as  of  today  there  would  be  a 
drop  in  wheat  support  prices  of  approxi¬ 
mately  30  cents  a  bushel,  cotton  2  cents  a 
pound,  and  corn  of  approximately  14  cents 
a  bushel. 


The  carry-over  of  corn  as  of  July  1  this 
year  will  be  dangerously  low  in  spite  of  fa¬ 
vorable  crop  years.  The  situation  is  even 
worse  with  respect  to  cotton.  If  we  should 
have  1  year  of  unfavorable  weather  for 
crop  production,  our  supplies  of  wheat,  cot¬ 
ton  and  corn  would  be  far  below  war  emer¬ 
gency  goals.  After  more  than  10  years  of 
favorable  crop  conditions  for  wheat  and 
corn,  it  would  seem  thaj  we  might  expect 
at  least  one  unfavorable  year.  The  loss  of 
even  one-third  of  1  year’s  production 
would  have  a  most  serious  effect  on  our  econ¬ 
omy  and  our  war  effort.  This  could  happen 
If  there  were  a  return  of  the  drought  such 
as  we  experienced  fin  1934  and  1936.  To 
meet  these  and  other  emergencies  we  must 
maintain  high  production.  I  submit  that 
lowering  support  levels  would  be  a  severe 
and,  perhaps,  a  dangerous  blow  to  our  pro¬ 
gram  of  increased  production. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  in 
other  fields  is  stockpiling  strategic  war  ma¬ 
terials  such  as  lead,  tin,  rubber,  and  man¬ 
ganese.  The  Government  likewise  hopes  to 
stockpile  a  sizeable  amount  of  important 
farm  commodities.  The  stockpiling  of  farm 
commodities  should  be  held  in  a  separate 
stockpile  aside  from  the  farm  program  as  are 
strategic  materials  needed  by  industry. 
Even  though  large  surpluses  have  been  car¬ 
ried  for  war-emergency  purposes  as  a  part  of 
the  program  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  the  price-support  program,  the 
losses,  if  indeed  there  be  any,  over  a  long 
period  of  years  appear  to  be  surprisingly  low. 

Over  the  18  years  of  the  operation  of  the 
price-support  programs  so  far  as  basic  com¬ 
modities  are  concerned,  there  has  been  a 
■  profit  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  totaling  approximately  $40,000,000  as 
of  July  1  last. 

As  I  have  previously  pointed  out,  large 
carry-overs  of  important  farm  products  ef¬ 
fectively  hold  down  the  prices  and  result 
in  a  great  savings  to  the  consumers  them¬ 
selves.  In  addition,  these  same  carry¬ 
overs  play  a  most  important  part  in  our 
over-all  war  emergency  program.  If  the 
farmers  were  only  looking  to  their  own  self- 
interests,  disregarding  the  Government’s 
needs  in  this  present  period — which  I  am 
sure  none  of  them  would  do — they  would  be 
curtailing  production  instead  of  ir_  ~ 
it.  Every  farmer  knows  that  surpluses  inev¬ 
itably  mean  lower  prices.  I  think  it  is  safe 
to  say  that  if  we  maintained  a  carry-over  of 
wheat,  for  example,  in  the  amount  of  500,- 
000,000  bushels  without  any  price-support 
program,  the  actual  price  in  the  market 
place  would  not  be  more  than  $1  a  bushel. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  we  had  a  carry-over 
of  only  83,000,000  bushels,  as  was  the  case 
in  1947,  prices  would  again  reach  the  $3.50  a 
bushel  level  for  that  period  or  possibly  even 
more. 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  favorable  farm 
prices  following  World  War  n,  largely  as  a 
result  of  price  supports  and  export  pro¬ 
grams,  prevented  the  usual  expected  post¬ 
war  depression.  The  simple  facts  are  that 
no  political  party  can  operate  the  affairs  of 
the  United  States  on  the  basis  of  full  em¬ 
ployment  and  financial  solvency  unless  ag¬ 
riculture  receives  parity  or  above  for  its 
products.  The  reason  is  obvious  because 
without  such  a  price  level  we  cannot  gen¬ 
erate  or  produce  the  national  income  re¬ 
quired.  The  turn-over,  for  example,  of  farm 
Income  is  about  seven  times  as  reflected  in 
national  income  and  each  dollar  of  gross 
farm  income  will  result  in  $7  of  national  in¬ 
come.  I  believe  an  enlightened  industry 
realizes  they  will  lose  10  percent  of  their 
business  volume  for  each  10  percent  of  re¬ 
duction  of  gross  farm  Income. 

For  years  national  income  has  always  been 
approximately  seven  times  that  of  the  farm 
income.  As  an  over-all  picture,  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  cash  income  of  farmers. 


the  value  of  all  farm  products  sold  in  the 
market  place,  increased  193  percent  from 
1929  to  1951.  Nonagricultural  income  in 
this  same  period  increased  194  percent. 
This  situation  could  not  exist  after  all  the 
economic  changes  which  have  taken  place 
since  1929  unless  there  was  an  immutable  law 
of  exchange  or  relationship  between  gross 
farm  income  and  national  income.  The 
proper  use  of  reasonable  amounts  of  money 
each  year  in  supporting  farm  prices  can  pre¬ 
vent  a  loss  of  billions  to  the  national  econ¬ 
omy.  Most  economists  recognize  the  fact 
that  all  of  our  depressions  have  been  farm 
led.  We  Just  cannot  afford  to  have  another 
depression  with  its  disastrous  effect  on  all 
segments  of  our  economy. 

The  total  net  public  and  private  debt  in 
1938  was  $184,500,000,000  and  in  1951  it  had 
risen  to  a  total  of  $514,400,000,000.  If  we 
wish  to  retain  our  American  system  this  debt 
must  be  paid.  Regardless  of  how  the  debt 
was  accumulated,  the  fact  remains  that  to 
repay  and  service  it  requires  Government 
action  not  necessary  in  past  years  of  low 
debt,  and  when  there  was  in  operation  a  real 
competitive  free  enterprise  system.  Any 
sizeable  reduction  in  our  present  price  and 
wage  level  would  reduce  our  ability  to  create 
the  income  required  to  meet  the  debt  and 
retire  it  through  efficient  and  sound  fiscal 
policies  established  by  the  Government. 

It  is  safe  to  say  that  the  foregoing  cannot 
be  accomplished  unless  farm  prices  are  sup¬ 
ported  at  a  level  of  not  less  than  90  percent 
of  parity.  Support  prices  on  about  10  non- 
perishable  farm  commodities,  plus  a  few 
perishables,  would  be  sufficient  foundation 
for  national  stability.  The  national  eco¬ 
nomic  policy  should  be  carried  on  in  terms 
of  its  over-all  effect  on  national  income 
lather  than  the  minor  cost  of  price  sup¬ 
ports.  We  lost  over  $500,000,000,000  in  na¬ 
tional  income  during  the  period  from  1930 
to  1941  because  we  did  not  maintain  our 
929  price  level.  A  drop  of  50  percent  in  our 
current  farm  prices  would  force  the  Nation 
to  lose  $135,000,000,000  a  year  in  national  in¬ 
come.  The  result  would  be  national  chaos. 

While  gross  farm  income  over  the  past  few 
years  has  remained  at  approximately  the 
same  level,  there  has  been  a  continuing  drop 
in  the  percent  of  net  farm  income.  This  is 
a  direct  result  of  ever  increasing  costs  of  all 
the  things  a  farmer  has  to  buy.  Another 
round  of  wage  increases  unquestionably  will 
be  reflected  in  even  higher  costs  of  all  the 
goods  and  services  the  farmer  must  buy  and 
he  is  one  of  the  greatest  purchasers  in  our 
Presently  farm  operating  costs  are 
the  highest  in  history.  Only  a  short  period 
of  low  farm  production  resulting  from 
drought  or  other  reasons  could  and  undoubt¬ 
edly  would  break  most  of  t£e  farm  producers 
of  this  Nation.  If  in  subsequent  years  there 
is  p,  surplus  of  industrial  production  and  the 
labor  supply  becomes  more  adequate  which 
would  make  possible  the  return  of  a  real 
competitive  situation  in  these  fields  and  a 
resultant  trend  toward  lower  consumer 
prices,  then  and  only  then  could  farmers  sur¬ 
vive  without  adequate  price  supports 
Mr.  Chairman,  S.  450,  which  I  also  intro¬ 
duced,  is  very  similar  to  the  so-called  Steagall 
amendment  which  was  in  effect  during  World 
War  II  and  for  2  years  thereafter.  It  would 
make  mandatory  supports  of  90  percent  of 
parity  for  all  nonbasic  commodities  for  which 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  requested  increased  production.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  this  is  only  simple  justice 
to  the  producers,  and  it  is  the  only  way  I 
know  that  adequate  production  can  be  had. 
Presently  our  supplies  of  feed  grains  are  low 
and,  again,  the  Government  is  asking  for 
increased  production.  The  present  price  of 
feed,  and  particularly  oats,  does  not  provide 
sufficient  incentive  for  farmers  to  plant  the 
Increased  acreage  necessary. 

Heavy  importations  for  the  last  few  years 
of  wool,  rye,  barley,  oats,  and  feed  wheat  have 
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had  a  most  unfavorable  effect  on  domestic 
prices  for  these  commodities.  These  large 
importations  mean  that  there  is  no  chance 
for  the  farmers  in  this  country  to  get  parity 
prices  unless  there  is  a  shortage  of  these 
commodities  existing  in  the  exporting  coun¬ 
tries.  These  imports  into  the  United  States, 
encouraged  largely  by  the  scarcity  and  high 
monetary  value  of  the  United  States  dollar, 
are  expected  to  continue  under  existing  tar¬ 
iffs.  I  see  no  possibility  of  the  farmers  of  the 
United  States  competing  pricewise  with  the 
many  producing  areas  of  the  world  where 
wages,  taxes,  operation  costs  in  general,  and 
indeed  the  living  standard  itself  is  much 
lower  than  in  the  United  States. 

Support  prices  for  oats  and  barley  pres¬ 
ently  are  80  percent  of  parity.  This  80  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  using  as  we  do  the  modern¬ 
ized  parity  formula,  hardly  equals  the  70 
percent  of  parity  under  the  old  or  1910-14 
base  period  formula.  If  we  want  increased 
production  of  feed  grains  and  other  nonbasic 
commodities,  there  is  only  one  way  in  which 
It  can  be  had  and  that  is  through  an  ade¬ 
quate  price  incentive. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  HON.  TAGE 

ERLANDER,  PRIME  MINISTER  OP 

SWEDEN 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
vite  the  attention  of  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  the  presence  in  the  Chamber 
today  of  a  very  distinguished  visitor, 
Plon.  Tage  Erlander,  Prime  Minister  of 
Sweden.  I  know  that  I  express  the  sen¬ 
timents  of  all  Senators  in  welcoming  him 
to  the  Chamber  of  the  United  States 
Senate.  Our  relations  with  his  country 
have  always  been  most  friendly  and  co¬ 
operative.  I  am  sure  that  Senators  are 
happy  to  join  me  in  greeting  the  Prime 
Minister  of  Sweden.  [Applause.] 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
takes  the  liberty  of  joining  Members  of 
the  Senate  in  welcoming  this  distin¬ 
guished  statesman  not  only  to  our  coun¬ 
try  but  to  this  Chamber,  where  he  has  a 
right  to  sit  under  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
We  are  very  glad  to  have  you,  and  we 
hope  that  your  visit  to  us  will  prove  both 
pleasant  and  profitable. 


STUDY  OP  FEDERAL  SEIZURE  OF 
STEEL  MILLS 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Knowland],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt], 
the  senior  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel],  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Dworshak]  ,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Cain],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Ives],  the  junior 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  the 
junior  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin],  and  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  I  submit  for 
appropriate  reference  a  resolution  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  seizure  of  steel  plants  and  fa¬ 
cilities  by  the  Federal  Government.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
permitted  to  speak  for  10  minutes  on  the 
i  resolution. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred,  and,  without  objection,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  may  proceed. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  306),  submitted 
by  Mr.  Bridges  (for  himself  and  other 
Senators) ,  was  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary,  as  follows: 

Whereas  by  Executive  Order  10340,  dated 
April  8,  1952,  the  President  directed  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  take  possession  of  and 
operate  the  plants  and  facilities  of  certain 
steel  companies:  and 

Whereas  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  has 
proceeded  to  carry  out  such  Executive  order; 
and 

Whereas  the  President  cited  no  specific 
constitutional  or  statutory  provision  in  sup¬ 
port  of  his  action:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  or  any  duly  authorized  subcommittee 
thereof,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make 
a  thorough  study  concerning  the  action  of 
the  President  in  directing  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  take  possession  of  and  operate 
the  plants  and  facilities  of  certain  steel  com/ 
panies,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether 
there  is  any  constitutional  or  statutory  au¬ 
thority  for  such  action,  and  to  report  the 
results  of  its  study  to  the  Senate  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  the 
seizure  of  the  steel  industry  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States  has  raised 
the  gravest  constitutional  question  since 
the  War  Between  the  States.  I  am  of¬ 
fering  on  behalf  of  mysplf  and  a  number 
of  colleagues,  a  resolution  directing  the 
Judiciary  Committee  of  the  Senate  to 
hold  prompt  hearings  on  this  injustice 
and  resolve  the  basic  legal  and  property 
issues  raised  by  "the  President’s  unwar¬ 
ranted  and  arbitrary  act. 

I  do  not  intend  to  discuss  the  dispute 
between  the  steel  unions  and  the  compa¬ 
nies.  Those  questions  are  subsidiary  and 
superficial  when  measured  against  the 
enormity  of  the  President’s  act.  Nor  am 
I  speaking  in  a  partisan  spirit.  This 
constitutional  crisis  is  beyond  politics. 
It  transcends  party. 

The  Democratic  Party  went  on  record 
on  this  issue  long  ago.  Perhaps  the 
shock  of  the  administration’s  action  last 
week  is  heightened  by  the  words  of 
Woodrow  Wilson,  a  great  Democratic 
President,  who  said,  “The  history  of  lib¬ 
erty  is  the  history  of  the  limitation  of 
governmental  power,  not  the  increase 
of  it.’’ 

This  issue  goes  to  the  heart  of  our 
existence  as  a  free  people. 

The  real  question  is  the  basic  one  of 
executive  usurpation  of  government  bjr~ 
fiat.  It  is  involved  with  the  right  to 
own  and  enjoy  property  under  the  law, 
free  from  overweening  executive  power; 
a  right  and  privilege  which  we  had 
thought  until  the  other  day  was  secure; 
a  right  which  Anglo-Saxon  peoples  have 
held  sacred  since  the  Magna  Carta — a 
period  of  800  years.  Are  we  to  be  gov¬ 
erned  by  law  with  the  guaranty  of  due 
process  for  all  our  citizens,  or  are  we  to 
be  subjected  to  the  arbitrary  whim  or 
caprice  of  the  executive?  In  a  word,  are 
we  to  have  a  government  of  laws  or  a 
government  of  men? 

The  President’s  Executive  order  of 
April  8,  directing  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  seize  and  operate  the  plants 
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and  facilities  of  the  steel  industry  was 
without  constitutional  sanction,  without 
statutory  authority,  and  was  in  direct 
violation  of  the  will  of  Congress  as  set 
forth  when,  on  April  7,  Congress  specifi¬ 
cally  withheld  from  the  President  the 
statutory  power  to  seize  which  he  has 
now  asserted  by  some  nebulous  claim  of 
“inherent  power.”  Furthermore,  in  his 
order  and  accompanying  statement  he* 
set  forth  no  legal  opinion  in  support  of 
his  claim. 

Why  did  the  President  commit  him¬ 
self  to  this  grave  act  without  the  benefit 
of  expert  legal  opinion?  Why  is  it  that 
he  seized  the  steel  industry  without  an 
opinion  from  his  Attorney  General  or  of 
any  great  constitutional  lawyer?  Is  it 
because  he  knew  he  could  get  no  sound 
legal  opinion  supporting  this  act?  I 
have  before  me  the  opinion  of  a  man 
who  stands  at  the  head  of  the  American 
bar,  John  W.  Davis,  who  himself  was  a 
distinguished  candidate  for  the  Presi¬ 
dency  on  the  Democratic  ticket.  No  one 
will  doubt  Mr.  Davis’  intelligence  and 
scholarship.  I  quote  him: 

It  is  my  firm  conviction  that  the  President 
has  no  undefined  inherent  powers,  either  in 
war  or  in  peace,  under  which  he  could 
seize  *  *  *  mills  to  settle  a  labor  dis¬ 

pute.  The  machinery  set  up  by  title  V  of 
the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended,  and  by  the  Labor  Management  Act 
of  1947,  are  the  remedies  provided  by  Con¬ 
gress  to  deal  with  such  situations.  These 
are,  in  my  opinion,  the  only  remedies  ex¬ 
pressly  provided  by  Congress  to  deal  with 
such  situations.  These  are,  in  my  opinion, 
the  only  remedies  properly  available  under 
either  the  Constitution  or  statute.  Beyond 
these,  the  President  lias  no  power  or  author¬ 
ity  to  deal  by  seizure  with  labor  disputes  in 
the  steel  industry. 

I  have  also  an  opinion  from  Prof.  Ed¬ 
win  S.  Corwin,  of  Princeton  University, 
who  is  perhaps  the  best  academic  au¬ 
thority  on  the  limitations  of  the  presi¬ 
dential  office.  Dr.  Corwin  is  the  author 
of  The  President:  Office  and  Powers  and 
Constitutional  Power  in  a  Secular  State. 
Speaking  of  the  President’s  seizure  of 
the  steel  mills  Dr.  Corwin  said: 

One  would  find  it  difficult  to  imagine  a 
subject  of  constitutional  interpretation 
which  calls  more  vehemently  for  investiga¬ 
tion  at  this  moment. 

It  is  Dr.  Corwin’s  view  that— 

Ultimately  justification  must  be  sought  in 
the  Constitution  itself;  that  is  to  say,  in  the 
Constitution  as  it  has  come  to  be  authori¬ 
tatively  interpreted.  Current  tendencies 
need  a  thorough  going  over. 

I  continue  to  quote: 

I  should  cite  in  this  connection  the  fact 
thak,  in  recent  years  Congress  has  come  to 
treat  “national  emergency”  and  “state  of 
war”  as  substantially  synonymous  terms  (see 
Brown  v.  Bernstein  (49  Fed.  Supp.  728,  730- 
32,  1943))  and  the  fact  that  the  court  has 
adopted  the  habit  of  piecing  out  delegated 
powers  to  the  President  by  means  of  refer¬ 
ences  to  his  powers  “under  the  Constitution 
as  President  of  the  United  States  and  as 
Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Army  and  Navy” 
(U.  S.  Mine  Workers  of  America  (330  U.  S. 
258,  262,  1947)  ). 

Also  there  is  the  Inclination  on  the  part 
of  the  spokesmen  for  labor  to  rfely  on  what 
is  termed  the  President's  “inhereftt  power” 
to  meet  emergencies  in  referring  to'  legisla¬ 
tive  provisions  for  heading  off  disabling 
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spikes.  (See  hearings  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  Senate,  for  repealing 
the  Taft-Hartley  Act;  also  Julius  and  Lillian 
Cohen,  1943,  Divine  Rights  of  Presidents, 
29,  Nebraska  Law  Review,  March  1950.) 

It  is  clear  that  the  eminent  constitu¬ 
tional  authority.  Dr.  Corwin,  takes  the 
gravest  view  possible  of  this  crisis.  He 
concludes  his  opinion  with  these  words: 

What  is  happening  in  light  of  these  devel¬ 
opments  to  our  concept  of  government,  of 
laws,  and  not  of  men  ig  all  too  plain  to  need 
emphasis. 

Never  in  the  history  of  the  United 
States  has  a  President  acted  with  such 
disregard  of  the  Constitution,  the  law, 
and  the  will  of  Congress  and  the  people. 
The  long  history  of  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  executive  and  the  legislative 
in  our  western  countries  has  been  beset 
with  many  conflicts.  Steadily,  however, 
the  people  and  their  elected  representa¬ 
tives  have  advanced  and  supported  the 
claim  of  the  public  will  against  executive 
prerogative.  At  the  very  heart  of  our 
own  governmental  structure  lies  the 
principle  of  the  division  of  powers, 
whereby  the  legislature  makes  the  laws, 
the  executive  administers  them.  That 
principle  opposes  at  all  points  the  theory 
of  absolute  rule.  The  President’s  asser¬ 
tion  of  independence  of  law  and  Con¬ 
gress,  embodied  in  his  claim  to  “inherent 
rights,”  is  just  a  new  name  for  the  out¬ 
worn  doctrine  of  the  divine  right  of 
kings.  In  truth,  a  king  has  been  be¬ 
headed  for  similar  attempts  to  override 
the  will  of  the  people. 

No  President  before  this  time  ever  has 
asserted  the  right  to  make  law.  It  has 
been  pointed  out,  and  I  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  all  the  seizures  of  in¬ 
dustrial  properties  which  have  occurred 
under  the  last  two  administrations  have 
been  accomplished  under  the  cover  of 
legality.  President  Roosevelt,  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  North  American  Aviation 
Co.  in  1S41,  seized  many  factories  and 
businesses,  but  always  under  powers 
given  him  by  the  Congress.  He  acted 
under  the  Smith-Connally  Act  and  un¬ 
der  the  successive  war  powers  acts.  He 
never  claimed  inherent  right  in  defiance 
of  the  Congress.  President  Truman 
likewise  has  made  many  seizures,  vir-7 
tually  all  of  them  as  a  means  of  settle¬ 
ment  of  wage  disputes  and  averting 
strikes,  but  until  now  all  his  seizures 
were  made  under  provisions  of  law. 

The  argument  that  he  faced  an  emer¬ 
gency  under  which  seizure  was  the  only 
remedy  is  not  correct.  The  President 
had  several  alternatives  had  he  wished 
to  obey  rather  than  flout  the  law.  Mr. 
President,  may  I  remind  you  that,  above 
all  men,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  should  set  an  example  of  obe¬ 
dience  to  law  and  constitutional  au¬ 
thority  It  was  his  plain  duty  to  proceed 
under  the  terms  of  the  Taft-Hartley 
Act.  His  excuse  for  ignoring  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act  was  transparently  flimsy. 
As  you  know,  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  was 
provided  for  just  such  an  emergency. 
It  was  fitted  and  tailored  to  that  task. 
Under  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  there  was 
provided  a  further  cooling-off  period  of 
80  days,  during  which  the  normal  proc¬ 
ess  of  collective  bargaining  might  have 


resolved  the  dispute,  if  both  parties  had 
been  assured  that  the  President  was 
acting  in  good  faith  and  did  not  intend 
to  impose  his  will  on  the  controversy. 
It  was  the  latent  threat  of  Executive  ac¬ 
tion  without  the  basis  of  law  that,  more 
than  any  other  factor,  prevented  a  so¬ 
lution  to  what  should  have  been  a  nor¬ 
mal,  ordinary  process  of  finding  a  so¬ 
lution  between  management  and  labor. 
The  President’s  implied  determination 
to  impose  his  will  helped  create  the  im¬ 
passe  in  the  steel  dispute.  There  re¬ 
mained  to  the  President  the  process  of 
injunction  which  had  previously  been 
used  against  a  labor  leader  not  so  close 
to  the  throne. 

The  President’s  cry  of  emergency  is 
as  specious  as  his  action  without  the 
basis  of  law.  He  claims  that  he  acted 
to  insure  the  flow  of  steel  because  we 
are  in  a  war  emergency  and  yet  he  has 
consistently  denied  that  we  are  at  war. 
It  is  clear  that  the  President’s  appeal  to 
emergency  is  a  trumped-up  appeal.  It 
is  clear  that  his  motives  in  this  respect 
are  subject  to  question. 

I  have  pointed  out  that  the  steel  sei-/ 
zur.e  and  the  irresponsible  making  of  layf 
by  "the  Chief  Executive  were  not  re¬ 
quired  by  the  necessities  of  the  sijttia- 
tion.  We  have  provided  legal  methods 
for  the  handling  of  great  labor  disputes 
which  might  involve  the  welfare'  and  se¬ 
curity  of  the  Nation.  The  President  has 
arbitrarily  chosen  to  use  none  of  these 
instruments,  but  to  substitute  his  own 
will.  If  this  is  j&rmitted  to  pass  unno¬ 
ticed  and  unchallenged;  we  of  this  Con¬ 
gress  might  as  well  shfit  up  shop  and  go 
home.  /  \ 

Nowhere  in  the  Wes\ern  World,  even 
under  the  Socialist-Labof  Government 
of  Britain  or  the  other  Socialist  gov¬ 
ernments  of  Western  Europe,  has  such 
an  arbitrary  defiance  of  theNjegislative 
body  taken  place.  In  every  country  in 
Europe,  expropriation  has  been 'the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  direct  act  of  the  parliament 
or  the  legislative  body  concerned.  \  To 
find  a  parallel  to  this  seizure  one  must 
look  not  to  the  countries  of  Western 
Europe,  but  to  the  totalitarian  regimes 
of  Italy  under  Mussolini,  Germany  un¬ 
der  Hitler,  and  Russia  under  Stalin. 

I  need  not  remind  you  that  govern¬ 
ment  by  ukase,  government  by  fiat,  is 
the  hallmark  of  despotism.  If  President 
Truman’s  act  goes  unrejected  and  un¬ 
rebuked  by  this  Congress,  then  we  have 
started  along  the  road  to  the  very  tyr¬ 
anny  which  we  are  allegedly  opposing 
throughout  the  earth.  The  President’s 
unprecedented  act,  repugnant  though  it 
is  to  the  whole  tradition  of  representa¬ 
tive  government,  is  congenial  to  the 
regimes  which  we  vanquished  in  World 
War  II  and  the  threat  of  Moscow  which 
we  now  confront. 

The  most  disturbing  fact  in  this  sit¬ 
uation  is  that  once  the  constitutional 
bounds  are  breached,  there  is  no  law. 
Where  there  is  no  law,  no  man  can  be 
secure  in  his  life,  liberty,  and  pursuit  of 
happiness.  We  leave  the  well-marked 
road  of  constitutional  and  lawful  pro- 
cedure,  and  enter  into  the  chaos  of  per¬ 
sonal  government.  If  the  President  of 
the  United  States  can  seize  the  steel  in¬ 
dustry,  what  is  to  prevent  his  seizing  the 


beef  cattle  on  the  ranges  and  dairy  cat¬ 
tle  on  the  farms;  appropriating  the 
herds  and  the  land  on  which  they 
graze?  What  is  to  prevent  his  seizing 
your  home?  One  of  the  first  acts  of 
dictatorship,  after  consolidating7  its 
power,  is  to  seize  the  trade  unions. 
How  is  this  done?  We  have  seen  ex¬ 
amples  in  Italy,  in  Germany,  d  in  Rus¬ 
sia.  The  government  swoppis  down  on 
the  trade-union  offices,  ’  appropriates 
the  books  and  lists  of  meinbers,  and  in¬ 
stalls  its  own  creature#  in  command  of 
the  union.  The  labor  organizations  be¬ 
come  mere  tools  of' the  executive  pow¬ 
er;  the  workers  pass  under  the  heel  of 
the  state.  / 

The  labor  leaders  of  America  are  ex¬ 
isting  in  a  dream  state  if  they  believe 
that  the  abuse  of  the  President’s  pow¬ 
ers  in  their  behalf  does  not  set  a  prece¬ 
dent  that  would  eventually  undo  them. 
They,  should  be  in  the  very  forefront 
of  Americans  opposing  the  President’s 
seizure  of  the  steel  industry.  With  the 
example  of  the  totalitarian  states  be¬ 
fore  them,  they  should  resist  to  their 
utmost  every  show  of  illegal  force  by 
the  Executive.  Only  in  the  free  climate 
of  a  properly  balanced  government,  ex¬ 
isting  by  law,  can  the  trade-unions  sur¬ 
vive  and  flourish.  We  have  seen  that 
truth  demonstrated  over  and  over. 

This  is  a  dark  hour  for  the  Republic. 
We  are  threatened  from  abroad  by  a  vast 
and  sinister  empire  which,  not  content 
with  waging  war  against  us  in  the  far 
reaches  of  Asia,  spreads  its  tentacles  of 
subversion  in  our  midst.  We  frequently 
hear  that  the  call  in  this  hour  of  peril 
is  for  national  unity.  Have  we  not  the 
right  to  expect  that  our  constituted  au¬ 
thorities  shall  refrain  from  reckless  and 
unconstitutional  procedures  at  a  time 
when  our  very  survival  may  be  hanging 
in  the  balance? 

All  Senators  should  make  common 
cause  on  this  issued,  and  should  author¬ 
ize  an  immediate  and  prompt  investiga¬ 
tion  into  the  nature  of  the  President’s 
seizure  order,  and  should  take  corrective 
legislative  action  to  end  this  present 
usurpation  and  to  avert  others  that  may 
occur  in  the  future.  Democrats  and  Re¬ 
publicans  alike  should  act.  The  preser¬ 
vation  of  our  constitutional  way  of  life 
should  not  be  a  partisan  matter.  The 
duty  of  every  Member  of  this  honorable 
body  is  plain  and  distinct.  I  shall  not 
take  further  time  now,  Mr.  President,  but 
I  hope  most  of  us  will  agree  that  an 
investigation  of  this  subject  should  be 
conducted  by  the  Judiciax-y  Committee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has 
expired. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  an  address  de- 
livei’ed  yesterday  at  Pittsburgh  by  the 
Senator  fx’om  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  be  plant¬ 
ed  at  this  point  in  the  Record,  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Seizure  op  the  Steel  Industry 
On  April  8,  after  it  appeared  to  be  Im¬ 
possible  to  settle  the  labor  dispute  in  the 
steel  industry  by  voluntary  agreement,  Pres¬ 
ident  Truman  directed  the  Secretary  of 
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Mr.  Young,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2115] 

The’Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  2115)  to  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

Amend  the  bill  on  line  7,  after  the  word  “date”,  by  inserting  the 
following:  “during  the  six-year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950”. 

S.  2115  was  referred  to  a  subcommittee  which  held  hearings  on  the 
bill  and  reported  it  back  with  the  amendment  recommended  by  your 
committee  above.  The  report  of  the  subcommittee  is  attached  hereto 
as  appendix  A. 

The  bill  as  introduced  provided  that  the  existing  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities  be  continued 
indefinitely.  The  law  now  provides  that  the  parity  price  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity  shall  be  the  higher  of  its  parity  prices 
computed  under  the  old  and  new  parity  formulas  through  the  year 
1953.  The  subcommittee  amendment  which  has  been  approved  by 
your  committee  would  extend  this  provision  two  more  years,  that  is, 
through  1955. 

Subsequent  to  the  hearings  on  the  bill,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  submitted  its  views  on  the  proposed  amendment  in  a  letter 
dated  June  4,  1952,  expressing  general  approval  of  the  proposed 
extension  of  the  dual  parity  system  for  the  six  basic  commodities  for 
two  additional  years.  A  copy  of  the  letter  is  attached  hereto  as 
appendix  B. 

Government  price  controls  and  other  abnormal  conditions  growing 
out  of  the  current  defense  mobilization  efforts  have  upset  normal 
market  price  trends.  Without  abandoning  the  objective  of  shifting 
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all  farm  products  to  the  modernized  parity  as  rapidly  as  is  possible 
without  causing  economic  hardships,  the  bill  would  assure  producers 
of  the  basic  crops  against  any  sharp  change  in  parity  prices  until  1956. 
It  is  hoped  that  normal  market  price  forces  will  he  operating  again  by 
that  time,  so  that  the  shift  from  the  old  to  the  modernized  parity 
formula  can  be  made  without  serious  hardship  to  anyone. 

Your  committee  views  this  legislation  as  particularly  important 
at  this  time.  Farmers  are  being  asked  to  achieve  record  production 
goals  in  1952  and  similar  record  production  will  be  needed  in  1953 
and  perhaps  for  several  years.  Without  the  enactment  of  S.  2115, 
large  groups  of  producers  face  sharp  reductions  in  the  parity  price  for 
their  product  in  1954.  Farmers  cannot  be  expected  to  do  their  best 
productionwise  unless  such  an  adverse  situation  is  prevented. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rides  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  he  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 
******* 

Sec.  301  (a)  (1)  *  *  *. 

******* 

(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  the  parity  price 
for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  ot  any  date  during  the  [four-year]  six- 
year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its  parity  price  com¬ 
puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 


Appendix  A 

Report  of  the  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 

Forestry  on  S.  2115,  To  Continue  the  Existing  Method  of  Computing 

Parity  Prices  for  Basic  Agricultural  Commodities 

Your  subcommittee,  appointed  to  consider  S.  2115,  to  continue  the  existing 
method  of  computing  parity  prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  submits 
the  following  report  with  the  recommendation  that  the  bill  be  enacted  with  the 
following  amendment  : 

In  line  7,  after  the  word  “date”,  insert  the  following:  “during  the  six-year 
period  beginning  January  1,  1950”. 

analysis 

Section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
provides  that  during  the  4-year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  the  parity 
price  for  each  of  the  basic  commodities — corn,  cotton,  peanuts,  rice,  tobacco,  and 
wheat — shall  be  not  less  than  its  parity  price  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  S.  2115,  as  introduced  and 
referred  to  your  subcommittee,  would  have  extended  this  provision  permanently. 
With  the  amendment  recommended  by  your  subcommittee,  S.  2115  would  extend 
this  provision  for  2  years,  through  December  31,  1955. 

statement 

At  the  time  of  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  which  added  section 
301  (a)  (1)  (G)  to  the  1938  act,  it  was  believed  that  a  4-vear  period  would  be 
sufficient  to  permit  a  gradual  transition  during  which,  as  the  trend  then  indicated, 
the  “modernized”  parity  prices  for  the  basic  commodities  would  gradually 
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approach  their  “old”  parity  prices.  However,  since  that  time  the  Korean  war 
has  intervened  and  price  and  other  economic  controls  have  been  provided  by 
the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950.  The  modernized  parity  prices  for  wheat, 
corn,  and  peanuts  are  still  considerably  below  their  “old”  parity  prices,  and  in 
view  of  the  extent  to  which  the  economy  is  now  controlled,  it  appears  that  the 
4-vear  period  originally  provided  for  in  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  does  not  allow 
sufficient  time  for  an  orderly  and  gradual  transition  to  the  new  parity  formula. 
Your  subcommittee  therefore  recommends  that  the  4-year  period  be  extended 
to  a  6-year  period.  For  the  reasons  set  out  in  the  attached  report  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  your  subcommittee  does  not  believe  that  section  301 
(a)  (1)  (G)  should  be  extended  permanently. 

DEPARTMENTAL  REPORT 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  February  13,  1952. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  September  13  for  a  report  on 
S.  2115,  a  bill  to  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices  for 
basic  agricultural  commodities. 

The  proposed  bill  would  amend  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  parity  price  to  be  used  for 
the  six  basic  commodities — cotton,  wheat,  corn,  rice,  tobacco,  and  peanuts. 
Section  301  nowr  requires  that  during  the  4-year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950, 
the  parity  price  used  for  any  basic  commodity  shall  not  be  less  than  the  parity 
price  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultuial  Act 
of  1949,  even  though  a  new  or  modernized  method  of  computing  parity  price  was 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  effective  January  1,  1950.  The 
proposed  bill  would  change  this  requirement  from  one  limited  to  4  years  to  a  per¬ 
manent  requirement. 

The  effect  of  S.  2115  would  be  to  make  permanent  the  requirement  that  the 
parity  price  for  a  basic  commodity  shall  be  the  new  parity  or  the  old  parity,  which¬ 
ever  is  higher.  However,  it  would  not  affect  parity  prices  for  basic  commodities 
until  January  1,  1954,  because  present  legislation  requires  the  use  of  the  higher 
of  new  or  old  parity  through  that  date. 

In  the  absence  of  the  proposed  bill,  beginning  in  January  1954  the  parity  price 
for  all  basic  commodities  would  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  new  method  which 
has  been  used  since  January  1950  for  most  commodities.  The  change-over  at 
that  time  from  the  use  of  the  old  or  new  parity  price,  whichever  is  higher,  to  a  new 
parity  price  basis  probably  would  affect  only  four  of  the  six  basic  commodities — 
wheat,  peanuts,  cotton,  and  corn.  Currently,  parity  prices  for  both  rice  and 
tobacco  are  computed  on  the  basis  of  new  parity  since  the  new  parity  is  higher 
than  the  old  parity.  Parity  prices  for  the  six  basic  commodities  at  the  start  of 
the  marketing  season  in  1950  and  1951 — the  2  years  in  which  the  present  section 
301  has  been  in  operation — are  shown  in  the  enclosed  table.  This  table  indicates 
for  each  basic  commodity  the  old  and  new  parity  price  and  the  effective  parity 
price,  that  is,  the  higher  of  the  old  or  newr  parity. 

The  current  temporary  provision,  which  the  proposed  bill  would  make  perma¬ 
nent,  has  resulted  in  criticism  of  the  parity-price  concept.  This  criticism  has  been 
based  largely  on  the  contention  that  the  use  of  the  higher  of  two  parity  standards 
defeats  the  purpose  of  parity  price,  and  parity  becomes  a  means  of  influencing 
the  level  of  price  support  rather  than  a  standard  used  to  measure  the  degree  to 
which  farm  prices  are  in  line  with  what  Congress  has  defined  as  a  fair  goal  or 
objective.  This  criticism  is  of  concern  to  the  Department  because  it  has  had 
repercussions  on  the  price-support  programs. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  legislation 
which  prohibits  a  change-over  to  the  new  method  of  computing  parity,  other  than 
legislation  aimed  at  providing  a  transition  from  the  old  to  the  new  method  in  a 
manner  which  will  minimize  the  effects  of  the  change-over  on  producers,  has  more 
disadvantages  than  it  has  advantages  looking  at  the  legislation  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  entire  agricultural  program.  The  proposed  bill  would  not  permit 
such  a  change-over,  since  it  would  require  the  use  of  the  old  parity  indefinitely 
in  those  cases  where  old  parity  is  above  new  parity.  While  the  nonbasic  com¬ 
modities  will  all  be  based  upon  the  modernized  parity  basis  within  a  relatively 
short  time,  the  present  bill  wmuld  require  the  Department  to  compute  the  old 
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and  new  parity  prices  for  the  six  basic  commodities  for  an  indefinite  period  and 
to  always  use  the  higher  of  the  old  or  new  parity. 

If  it  is  the  desire  of  Congress  that  the  price-support  level  for  any  or  all  of  the 
basic  commodities  affected  by  this  legislation  be  maintained  at  levels  higher  than 
those  for  other  commodities,  we  believe  that  a  more  desirable  approach  to  the 
problem  would  be  to  alter  the  basic  legislation  governing  the  percentage  of  parity 
at  which  commodities  are  to  be  supported,  rather  than  to  establish  a  different 
method  of  computing  parity  for  these  commodities.  This  direct  approach  would 
enable  the  issue  of  the  need  for  a  higher  level  of  support  to  be  clearly  brought  out 
and  discussed.  It  also  would  avoid  undue  criticism  of  the  parity  standard^which,. 
for  so  many  years,  has  been  the  cornerstone  of  our  agricultural  programs. 

The  Department  does  not  recommend  that  S.  2115  be  passed. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  program 
of  the  President,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  F.  Brannan,  Secretary. 


Old  parity,  modernized  parity,  and  effective  parity  prices  for  6  basic  commodities  at 
start  of  marketing  season,  1950  and  1951  crops 


Commodity 


Cotton _ 

Wheat _ _ _ 

Com _ _ 

Peanuts . . . 

Rice . . 

Tobacco: 

Flue-cured,  1 1—14 
Burley,  31 . 


Unit 

1950 

1951 

Old 

parity 

Modern¬ 

ized 

parity 

Effec¬ 

tive 

parity 

Old 

parity 

Modem- 

zed 

parity 

Effec¬ 

tive 

parity 

Pound _ 

$0.3100 

$0. 2849 

$0. 3100 

$0. 3385 

$0. 3212 

$0.3385 

Bushel  _ 

2.  21 

1.88 

2.21 

2. 42 

2.10 

2. 42 

1.63 

1.49 

1.63 

1.75 

1.60 

1.75 

Pound  . 

.120 

.0957 

.  120 

.131 

.107 

.131 

Hundredweight. 

4. 51 

5.07 

5. 07 

4.94 

5.56 

5.56 

Pound _ 

.481 

.500 

.500 

.529 

.563 

.563 

.475 

.508 

.508 

.511 

.553 

.553 

Allen  J.  Ellender,  Chairman. 
Clinton  P.  Anderson. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 

George  D.  Aiken. 

Milton  R.  Young. 


Appendix  B 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

tt  _  Washington  25,  D.  C.,  June  4,  1952. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator:  On  April  18,  in  connection  with  my  testimony  before  your 
committee  on  S.  2115,  a  bill  to  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  I  indicated  that  there  was  merit  in 
delaying  the  shift  from  the  “old”  to  the  “new”  parity  price  until  the  emergency 
is  over.  As  requested  by  your  committee,  I  am  furnishing  additional  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  why  this  shift  should  be  delayed. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  provides  that  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  during  a  4-vear  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  shall  not 
be  less  than  the  parity  price  computed  according  to  the  formula  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  The  practical  effect  of  this 
provision  is  that  the  effective  parity  price  of  the  basic  commodities  through 
1953  is  the  “old”  or  “new”  parity,  whichever  is  higher. 

In  October  1949,  when  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  was  approved,  “new” 
parity  prices  were  low'er  than  the  “old”  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and 
peanuts.  However,  there  appeared  to  be  at  least  a  fair  possibility  that  the  gap 
between  the  “old”  and  "new'”  parity  prices  for  these  commodities  would  narrow 
during  the  4-year  period  specified.  The  possibility  that  the  gap  w'ould  narrow 
was  based  on  an  assumption  that  the  general  level  of  prices  received  by  farmers 
would  continue  to  decline  and  that  prices  of  wheat,  corn,  and  cotton,  buttressed 
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by  price  supports  and  production  adjustment  measures,  would  be  at  least  as  high 
if  not  higher  in  relation  to  parity  than  the  general  level  of  agricultural  prices. 

These  price  prospects  did  not  materialize  to  a  large  extent  due  to  the  emergency 
which  arose  with  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  in  Korea.  Actually,  the  general  level 
of  agricultural  prices  started  increasing  in  early  1950  and  it  increased  sharply 
after  the  Korean  outbreak. 

Production  plans  also  had  to  be  altered  due  to  the  emergency.  High-level 
production  again  became  necessary  to  take  care  of  increased  current  needs  and  to 
replenish  reserve  stocks. 

Farmers  responded  to  the  Government’s  request  for  high-level  production  of 
certain  major  commodities.  Production  of  some  commodities  went  up  more 
than  others.  Price  changes  varied  between  commodities.  For  example,  prices 
of  livestock  items  went  up  sharply  as  compared  with  most  of  the  basic  commodities. 

Under  these  emergency  conditions,  prices  of  corn,  wheat,  and  peanuts  did  not 
advance  as  rapidly  as  did  the  general  level  of  prices  received  by  farmers.  As  a 
result,  the  general  level  of  agricultural  prices  was  more  favorable  in  relation  to 
parity  in  both  1950  and  in  1951  than  were  prices  of  wheat,  corn,  and  peanuts 
relative  to  parity.  This  situation  is  continuing  in  1952. 

In  other  words,  as  a  result  of  developments  arising  from  the  emergency,  the 
prospect  that  the  gap  between  “old”  and  “new”  parity  price  would  narrow  has 
not  materialized. 

“Old”  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and  peanuts  have  been  higher  than 
the  “new”  parity  prices  all  during  the  period  since  1950.  This  is  still  true.  It 
now  appears  fairly  definite  that  by  the  end  of  1953  “old”  parity  prices  will  still  be 
well  above  the  “new”  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  and  peanuts. 

It  seems  unwise  to  permit  a  sharp  drop  in  the  price  support  levels  for  the  basic 
commodities  at  a  time  when  farmers  are  being  asked  to  increase  and  maintain 
production  during  an  emergency  period.  One  way  to  avoid  this  would  be  to 
continue  to  use  the  “old”  or  “new”  parity  price  through  1955. 

Sincerely  yours, 


o 


Charles  F.  Brannan,  Secretary. 


82d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 604 

S.  2115 

[Report  No.  1674] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  12  (legislative  day,  September  4),  1951 

Mr.  Young  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Russell)  introduced  the  following  bill; 
which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
F  orestry 

June  4, 1952 

Reported  by  Mr.  Young,  with  an  amendment 
[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

4  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 

7  as  of  any  date  during  the  six-year  period  beginning  Janu- 
g  ary  1,  1950,  shall  not  lie  less  than  its  parity  price  computed 
9  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 

10  Act  of  1949.” 
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82d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  8122 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  9, 1952 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

4  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  com- 

7  modify,  as  of  any  date  during  the  six-year  period  beginning 

8  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its  parity  price 

9  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 

10  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.” 

11  Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 


0 


1  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  paragraph  at  the  end 

2  of  section  101  (d)  thereof: 

3  “(6)  The  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90 

4  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1953,  1954,  and  1955 

5  crops  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  with  respect  to 

6  which  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas.” 
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82d  Congress 

2d  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Report 
No.  2188 


CONTINUING  SUPPORT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES 


June  17,  1952. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  C  ooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  R.  8122J 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amend¬ 
ment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

statement 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  continue  the  present  support  program 
for  the  basic  agricultural  commodities  through  1955. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  is  identical  with  the  bill  (S.  2115)  recently 
reported  with  a  favorable  recommendation  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  This  section  of  the  bill  would  continue 
for  two  additional  years  (through  1955)  the  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  which  provides  for  a  transitional  period  following 
the  adoption  of  the  modernized  parity  formula  in  which  parity  for  the 
basic  commodities  is  to  be  not  less  than  the  level  under  the  formula 
in  use  prior  to  1949. 

When  the  modernized  parity  formula  was  adopted  in  the  act  of  1949, 
it  was  assumed  that  agriculture  was  entering  a  period  of  retrench¬ 
ment  when  there  would  be  a  diminishing  demand  for  American  agricul¬ 
tural  exports,  less  necessity  for  production  of  cereals,  and  a  general 
shift  to  grass  farming  and  livestock  products  to  meet  the  demands 
of  American  consumers.  Accordingly,  the  modernized  parity  formula 
established  in  the  act  of  1949  was  intended  to  encourage  and  assist 
the  adjustment  of  American  agriculture  in  this  direction. 

Unfortunately,  the  period  of  normal,  peaceful  world  relationships 
and  consumer  demands  contemplated  at  that  time  did  not  materialize. 
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On  the  contrary,  the  Nation  has  found  itself  involved  in  the  Korean 
war  and  i  far-flung  defense  effort  which  has  virtually  put  American 
agriculture  again  on  a  wartime  footing,  with  unprecedented  demands 
for  cereals,  cotton,  and  similar  agricultural  commodities. 

Under  these  circumstances,  extension  for  2  years  of  the  alternative 
parity  provision  of  the  1949  act  is  in  direct  conformity  with  the 
principles  of  the  act  and  is  much  more  in  keeping  with  the  policies 
established  therein  than  would  be  adherence  to  the  existing  letter  of 
the  law  and  termination  of  that  provision  at  the  end  of  1953. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  recommended  the  adoption  of  the 
provisions  of  section  1  of  the  bill  and  his  letter  to  Senator  Ellender, 
recommending  approval  of  S.  2115  reads  as  follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  June  4,  1952. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator:  On  April  18,  in  connection  with  my  testimony  before  your 
committee  on  S.  2115,  a  bill  to  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  I  indicated  that  there  was  merit  in 
delaying  the  shift  from  the  “old”  to  the  “new”  parity  price  until  the  emergency 
is  over.  As  requested  by  your  committee,  I  am  furnishing  additional  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  why  this  shift  should  be  delayed. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  provides  that  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  during  a  4-year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  shall  not 
be  less  than  the  parity  price  computed  according  to  the  formula  in  effect  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  The  practical  effect  of  this 
provision  is  that  the  effective  parity  price  of  the  basic  commodities  through 
1953  is  the  “old”  or  “new”  parity,  whichever  is  higher. 

In  October  1949,  when  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  was  approved,  “new” 
parity  prices  were  lower  than  the  “old”  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and 
peanuts.  However,  there  appeared  to  be  at  least  a  fair  possibility  that  the  gap 
between  the  “old”  and  “new”  parity  prices  for  these  commodities  would  narrow 
during  the  4-year  period  specified.  The  possibility  that  the  gap  would  narrow 
was  based  on  an  assumption  that  the  general  level  of  prices  received  by  farmers 
would  continue  to  decline  and  that  prices  of  wheat,  corn,  and  cotton,  buttressed 
by  price  supports  and  production  adjustment  measures,  would  be  at  least  as  high 
if  not  higher  in  relation  to  parity  than  the  general  level  of  agricultural  prices. 

These  price  prospects  did  not  materialize  to  a  large  extent  due  to  the  emergency 
which  arose  with  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  in  Korea.  Actually,  the  general  level 
of  agricultural  prices  started  increasing  in  early  1950  and  it  increased  sharply 
after  the  Korean  outbreak. 

Production  plans  also  had  to  be  altered  due  to  the  emergency.  High-level 
production  again  became  necessary  to  take  care  of  increased  current  needs  and  to 
replenish  reserve  stocks. 

Farmers  responded  to  the  Government’s  request  for  high-level  production  of 
certain  major  commodities.  Production  of  some  commodities  went  up  more 
than  others.  Price  changes  varied  between  commodities.  For  example,  prices  of 
livestock  items  went  up  sharply  as  compared  with  most  of  the  basic  commodities. 

Under  these  emergency  conditions,  prices  of  corn,  wheat,  and  peanuts  did  not 
advance  as  rapidly  as  did  the  general  level  of  prices  received  by  farmers.  As  a 
result,  the  general  level  of  agricultural  prices  was  more  favorable  in  relation  to 
parity  in  both  1950  and  in  1951  than  were  prices  of  wheat,  corn,  and  peanuts 
relative  to  parity.  This  situation  is  continuing  in  1952. 

In  other  words,  as  a  result  of  developments  arising  from  the  emergency,  the 
prospect  that  the  gap  between  “old”  and  “new”  parity  price  would  narrow  has 
not  materialized. 

“Old”  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and  peanuts  have  been  higher  than 
the  “new”  parity  prices  all  during  the  period  since  1950.  This  is  still  true.  It 
now  appears  fairly  definite  that  by  the  end  of  1953  “old”  parity  prices  will  still  be 
well  above  the  “new”  parity  prices  for  wheat,  com,  and  peanuts. 

It  seems  unwise  to  permit  a  sharp  drop  in  the  price  support  levels  for  the  basic 
commodities  at  a  time  when  farmers  are  being  asked  to  increase  and  maintain 
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production  during  an  emergency  period.  One  way  to  avoid  this  would  be  to 
continue  to  use  the  “old”  or  “new”  parity  price  through  1955. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  F.  Brannan,  Secretary. 

THE  SUPPORT  PROGRAM 

Section  2  of  the  bill  will  extend  for  the  same  period  of  time  (through 
1955)  the  present  price-support  program  for  the  basic  commodities 
at  90  percent  of  parity.  It  is  the  belief  of  the  committee  that  the 
enactment  of  this  provision  is  absolutely  essential  to  assure  the  Nation 
adequate  production  of  these  important  agricultural  commodities 
during  this  emergency  period. 

All  of  these  commodities  are  being  supported  at  90  percent  of  parity 
at  the  present  time.  It  is  probable  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  continue  to  support  them  at  that  level  for  the  period  prescribed 
by  this  bill.  It  is  unlikely,  therefore,  that  this  bill  will  add  anything 
whatever  to  the  responsibility  of  the  Government  with  respect  to  the 
support  of  these  commodities. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  that  the  bill  will  add  tremendously 
to  the  response  which  may  be  expected  from  farmers  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  request  for  high-level  agricultural  production.  Farmers  have 
shown  time  and  again  since  1940  their  willingness  and  their  ability  to 
meet  unprecedented  goals  established  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  They  know  full  well,  however,  that  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  they  are  acceding  to  the  Government’s 
request  and  meeting  these  high  production  goals  at  their  own  risk. 

Production  goals  are  established  on  the  basis  of  the  average  out¬ 
turn  which  is  expected  per  acre  for  the  various  crops.  Good  weather 
can  boost  that  out-turn  by  as  much  as  20  or  25  percent,  resulting  in  a 
crop  even  larger  than  that  requested  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
A  decrease  in  anticipated  demand,  either  for  exports,  for  stockpiling, 
or  for  domestic  consumption  can  also  occur.  In  either  event,  farmers 
who  had  patriotically  undertaken  to  meet  the  Nation’s  production 
goals  would  find  that  they  had  created  a  situation  in  which  their  over¬ 
abundant  production  had  destroyed  their  price  at  the  market  place 
and  that  price  support  would  be  reduced  correspondingly  at  the  very 
time  when  it  was  most  needed. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the  required 
level  of  price  support  for  these  basic  commodities  is  determined  by 
the  carry-over  which  exists  at  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year. 
If  this  carry-over  is  larger  than  normal,  the  support  level  may  be  re¬ 
duced  in  proportion  to  the  size  of  the  carry-over. 

Obviously,  the  Government  is  going  to  have  a  much  more  certain 
assurance  of  the  tremendous  agricultural  production  it  requests  during 
these  important  years  if  farmers  have  the  assurance  that  by  acceding 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  high  production  goals  they  are 
not  going  to  produce  themselves  out  of  a  fair  market  price  and  at 
the  same  time  produce  themselves  out  of  a  fair  support  price. 

Hearings  were  held  on  the  bill  on  June  11  and  12.  Extensive  testi¬ 
mony  was  presented  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  by  all  of  the 
major  farm  organizations. 

DEPARTMENT  REPORT 

Approval  of  H.  R.  8122  is  recommended  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  letter  from  Secretary  Brannan  to  Hon.  Harold  D. 
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Cooley,  chairman  of  the  committee,  recommending  such  approval  is 
appended  hereto  and  made  a  part  of  this  report. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  June  10,  1952. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  June  6,  1952,  for  a 
report  on  H.  It.  8122,  a  bill  to  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities  and  for  other  purposes. 

This  bill  would  make  two  changes  in  existing  legislation  relating  to  price 
support: 

1.  It  would  extend  for  two  additional  years  the  requirement  that  the  effective 
parity  price  for  the  six  basic  commodities  shall  be  the  parity  price  computed  under 
the  old  or  new  parity  formula,  whichever  is  higher.  Currently,  under  section  301 
(a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  this  require¬ 
ment-  applies  for  4  years  beginning  with  January  1  1950.  Under  H.  R.  8122,  this 
requirement  would  extend  for  two  more  years  through  1955.  This  change  would 
affect  only  four  of  the  six  basic  commodities — corn,  wheat,  cotton,  peanuts — since, 
at  the  present  time,  the  new  parity  price  is  higher  for  both  rice  and  tobacco. 

2.  It  would  require  the  1953,  1954,  and  1955  crops  of  the  basic  commodities  to 
be  supported  at  90  percent  cf  parity,  except  where  producers  have  disapproved 
marketing  quotas.  This  would  have  the  effect  of  suspending  temporarily  the 
operation  of  the  sliding-scale  provisions  of  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  under  which  support  for  the  basic  commodities  can  range  between  75  and 
90  percent  of  parity.  The  level  of  support  proposed  by  H.  R.  8122  is  the  same  level 
at  which  the  Department  has  announced  it  will  support  the  1952  crops  of  the  basic 
commodities. 

The  Nation  today  is  confronted  by  an  emergency  calling  for  high-level  agri¬ 
cultural  production.  We  need  favorable  prices  and  adequate  price  protection 
to  provide  an  economic  climate  favorable  to  high-level  production.  Both  of 
these  changes  should  help  maintain  high-level  production  of  the  basic  commod¬ 
ities  during  the  current  emergency. 

There  appears  to  be  considerable  merit  in  delaying  the  shift  from  the  old  to 
the  new  parity  in  the  case  of  the  basic  commodities  during  the  present  emergency. 
When  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  was  approved  in  October  1949,  there  appeared 
to  be  a  fair  possibility  that  the  gap  between  the  old  and  new  parity  prices  for 
wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and  peanuts  (the  four  basic  commodities  on  which  new 
parity  prices  were  lower  than  the  old  parity  prices)  would  narrow  during  the 
4-vear  period  specified.  This  prospect  was  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
general  level  of  prices  received  by  farmers  would  continue  to  decline  and  that 
prices  of  wheat,  corn,  and  cotton,  buttressed  by  price  support  and  production 
adjustment  measures,  would  be  at  least  as  high,  if  not  higher,  in  relation  to  parity 
than  the  general  level  of  agricultural  prices.  These  price  prospects  did  not 
materialize  to  a  large  extent  due  to  the  emergency  which  arose  with  the  outbreak 
of  hostilities  in  Korea.  Old  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and  peanuts 
have  been  higher  than  the  new  parity  prices  all  during  the  period  since  1950. 
It  also  appears  fairly  definite  that  by  the  end  of  1953  old  parity  prices  will  still 
be  well  above  the  new  parity  prices  for  wheat,  corn,  and  peanuts.  Under  these 
circumstances,  an  additional  period  for  readjustment  is  desirable.  By  extending 
this  requirement  for  the  use  of  the  old  or  new  parity  price  for  a  limited  period  of 
two  additional  years,  we  would  merely  be  postponing  the  objective  of  reaching  a 
single  paritv  standard  rather  than  abandoning  it. 

The  provision  in  H.  R.  8122  which  would  eliminate  the  sliding  scale  for  the  1953, 
1954,  and  1955  crops  of  basic  commodities  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s 
recommendation  to  the  Congress.  The  philosophy  inherent  in  the  sliding  scale 
that  farm  production  should  be  adjusted  downward  by  decreasing  the  level  of 
support  provides  farmers  with  the  least  protection  when  protection  is  most  needed, 
and  is  neither  a  fair  nor  logical  approach  to  the  price-support  problem.  As  the 
President  pointed  out  in  his  Economic  Report  to  the  Congress  on  January  16, 
“the  ‘sliding  scale’  in  existing  price-support  legislation  has  aroused  concern  in  the 
minds  of  many  farmers,  who  fear  that  their  cooperation  in  expanding  production 
to  meet  the  present  emergency  might  later  result  in  serious  losses  to  them.  The 
Government’s  price-support  operations  obviously  should  further  attainment  of 
production  objectives,  and  they  should  not  penalize  producers  for  their  full  and 
patriotic  cooperation  with  the  agricultural  program.  I  therefore  recommend 
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that  the  sliding-scale  provisions  of  the  present  agricultural  legislation  be  repealed 
for  this  purpose.” 

In  an  emergency  situation  such  as  the  present  when  farmers  are  being  asked  to 
increase  and  maintain  production,  it  seems  unwise  to  permit  a  sharp  drop  in  the 
price-support,  level  for  basic  commodities.  H.  R.  8122  would  help  avoid  this  situa¬ 
tion  by  continuing  the  old  or  new  parity  price  through  1955,  and  by  requiring  the 
basic  commodities  to  be  supported  at  90  percent  of  parity,  except  when  producers 
have  disapproved  marketing  quotas  during  this  period. 

The  Department  recommends  that  H.  R.  8122  be  approved. 

In  view  of  your  request  that  this  report  be  submitted  immediately,  we  have  not 
obtained  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advice  as  to  the  relationship  of  this  report 
to  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  F.  Brannan,  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  made  by  the  bill  are  shown  as 
follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets;  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics;  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938,  AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  301  (a)  (1)  *  *  * 

(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  the  parity  price 
for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  of  any  date  during  the  [four-year]  six- 
year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its  parity  price 
computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949. 


AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949,  AS  AMENDED 

TITLE  I-  BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  called  the  “Secretary”)  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  available  through  loans,  purchases,  or  other 
operations,  price  support,  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity,  if  producers  have  not.  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop, 
at  a  level  not  in  excess  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  the  commodity  nor 
less  than  the  level  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  as  follows: 


(a)  For  tobacco  (except  as  otherwise  provided  herein),  corn,  wheat,  and 
rice,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year  is: 


Not  more  than 
More  than  102 
More  than  104 
More  than  106 
More  than  108 
More  than  110 
More  than  1 1 2 
More  than  114 
More  than  116 
More  than  118 
More  than  120 
More  than  122 
More  than  124 
More  than  126 
More  than  128 
More  than  130 


102 _ 

but,  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 
but  not  more  than 


104. 
106_ 
1 08_ 
110. 
112. 
114. 
116. 
118. 
120. 
122. 
124. 
126. 
128. 
130. 


The  level  of  support 

shall  be  not  less 

than  the  follow¬ 

ing  percentage  of 
the  parity  price: 

_ ....  90 

_  89 

_  88 

_  87 

_  86 

_  85 

_  84 

_  83 

_  82 

_  81 

_  80 

_  79 

_  78 

_  77 

_  76 

_  75 


6 


CONTINUING  SUPPORT  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


The  level  of  support 


shall  be  not  less 
than  the  follow- 

(b)  For  cotton  and  peanuts,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the  ing  percentage  of 

beginning  of  the  marketing  year  is:  the  parity  price; 

Not  more  than  108 _  90 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 _  89 

More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 _  88 

More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 _  87 

More  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 _  86 

More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 _  85 

More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 _  84 

More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 _  83 

More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124 _  82 

More  than  124  but  not  more  than  125 _  81 

More  than  125  but  not  more  than  126 _  80 

More  than  126  but  not  more  than  127 _  79 

More  than  127  but  not  more  than  128 _  78 

More  than  128  but  not  more  than  129 _  77 

More  than  129  but  not  more  than  130 _  76 

More  than  130 _  75 


(c)  For  tobacco,  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  the  level  of  support  shall  be' 
90  per  centum  ot  the  parity  price. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section — 

(1)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop,  the 
level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for 
the  1950  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  for  which  marketing 
quotas  or  acreage  allotments  are  in  effect: 

(2)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop, 
the  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  not  less  than  80  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  for  the  1951  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  for 
which  marketing  quotas  or  acreage  allotments  are  in  effect; 

(3)  the  level  of  piice  support  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of  a  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity,  except  tobacco,  for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been 
disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  such 
commodity;  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  any  crop  of 
tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers; 

(4)  the  level  of  price  support  for  corn  to  cooperators  outside  the  com¬ 
mercial  corn-producing  area  shall  be  75  per  centum  of  the  level  of  price 
support  to  cooperators  in  the  commercial  corn-producing  area; 

(5)  price  support  may  be  made  available  to  noncooperators  at  such  levels, 
not  in  excess  of  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators,  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  facilitate  the  effective  operation  of  the  program. 

( 6 )  the  level  of  support  to  cooper ators  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  for  the  1953,  1954,  and,  1955  crops  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
with  respect  to  which  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  section  2  of  the  Act  ( 
of  July  28,  1945  (59  Stat.  506),  shall  continue  in  effect. 

o 


. 


' 


' 
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82n  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  685 

H.  R.  8122 

[Report  No.  2188] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  9, 1952 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

June  17, 1952 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United,  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

4  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  eom- 
I  modify,  as  of  any  date  during  the  six-year  period  beginning 

8  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its  parity  price 

9  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
10  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 


11 


9 


1  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  paragraph  at  the  end 

2  of  section  101  (d)  thereof: 

3  “(6)  The  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90 

4  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1953,  1954,  and  1955 

5  crops  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  with  respect  to 

6  which  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas.” 
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producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas/' 
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HIGHLIGHTS  3 


House  sent  agricultural  appropriation  bill' to  conferences  House  com- 

House-  debated  defense  production 
nate  passed  Army  civil-functions 


mittee  reported  Poage  soil-conservation  aid  bill. 

ill*  House  discussed  price-support  levels  bill, 
appropriation  bill  a 


1.  AGRI CUI/T URAL  APPROPRIATION  PILL,  1957.  Reps.  Whitten,  Hedrick,  Marshall,  Cannon, 
Andersen,  Horan,  and  Taber  were  anpoinfled  conferees  on  this  bills  H*  R.  731^  (p* 
7749)  9  Senate  conferees  were  appoint  ed  Vune  6.  *  ’ 

2c  SOIL  C  01TS  HR  VAT  I  ON ;  WATER  UTIL  l£AT  I  ON .  The  Agriculture  Commit  tee  reported  without 
anordnent  H.  R0  £243,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  .Agriculture  to  cooperate 
with  States  and  local  agencies  in  the  planning  and  carrying  out  of  \io rks  of 
improvement  for  soil  conservation  (H0  Rent .  2.2^2)  (p©  7790). 


3,  DEPD1TSR  PRODUCTION©  Continued  debate  on  H.  Rn  S21CV,  to  amend  and  extend  the 
Defense  Production  Apt  (pp©  775^”SS)» 

Agreed  to  a  Sarnl air  amendment  which  denies  any  authority  to  limit  the  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  oy  any  material  in  order  to  restrict  tptal.Uo  S.  consumption  to 
an  amount  fixed A5y  the  International  Materials  Conference  after  meeting  require¬ 
ments  of  national  defense;  by  a  169-102  vote  (pp»  7755"“ fo).  ■'  • 

Rejected/  25-IO5 ,  a.  Boggs  amendment  to  repeal  Sep.  10.4,  the  import-control 
provision  (yjp.  7776-01)9  Also  rejected,  30~C6S  a  Multer  amendment  to  exempt 
nr e n ium—o pdc e d  commpdities  from  'Sec,  104  (jo,  JJol-P.) .  .  \ 


4, 


nr? 


RICE  SUPPORTS,  Rep,  Cooley  asked  for  consideration  of  H,  R.  2122,  to  continue 
availability  of  the  old  parity  formula  and  to  postpone  authority  for  the  sliding 
scale  on  basic  commodities,  but  after  discussion  Rep „  davits  objected  (np« 
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SD1IATE 


APPROPRIATIONS, 
nriation  bill. 


Passed  with  amendments  II.  R.  726S,  Army-civil-functionsV'ppro- 
Sens.  KcKollar,  Hayden,  Russell,'  Ellonder,  Holland,  ICno v.uS^.nd , 


•  Vurg,  Cordon,  and. -Thy e  were  appointed  conferees*  Agreed  to  all  committee  amend¬ 
ments  plus  two  additional  amendments  increasing  flood  control  funds  "by  $700*000# 
and\u- ovlding  $900,000  for  investigation  of  the  Niagara  Re  development  v;orM* 
Reieoted  a  Bridges  notion  to  recommit  the  "bill  to  committee  with  instructions 

j  I  j  * 

for  a  107a  reduction,  a  Ferguson  amendment  to  reduce  funds  for  flood  control  by 
$11, 97b i 700  and,  on  points  of  order,  a  Ilonroney  amendment  providing  for  trans¬ 
fer -of  2?kof  flood  control  funds  to  this  Department  foru.se  in  accordance  with 
the  Flood  Control  Act  (pp*  7739*  773o~V),  and  Douglas  amendment  "barring  flood- 
control  projects  directly  "benefit  ing.  the  lends  involved  unless  toe  owner  agrees 
to  pay  one— half  of  the  cost.(pp*  YydO — 9 »  7721-^3* ) 

Passed  as  Tvemorted  H,  R*  7216,  D.  C*  arrnromriation  "bill  fp  1933*  Conferees 
'Verne  appointed.  ’(mm*  77^'3-^» ) 


6* 

7* 


g. 


ndnents  H«  R*  7 '40  5 » 

S.Rept.  1796) (p.  7706). 


PURCHASING-'*  The  Arned  Services  Committee  reported  with 
providing  for  a  single  defense  supply  cataloging  syst< 

PERSONNEL.  Bogan  consideration  of  S.  30bl,  to'  permit/and  assist  Federal  personae? 
including  members  of  th(?\ Armed  Forces,  and  their  families  to  exorcise  their  vot¬ 
ing  franchise*  agreeing  to,  all  committee  amendments ,  and  making  the  "bill  Friday!  s 
unfinished  "business  (pp»  77^'4*6)* 

TTPS3ANS*  BENEFITS*  A  Labor  a'h£  Public  Uolfar€  Subcommittee  completed  the  mark-' 
up  of  H,  R.  7696,  the  Korean  Glfbill  (p*  Fb^’l) 

FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  a  Philippine  Chamber  of  Commerce  letter  relating  to  the 
elimination  of  the  3  cents  proces  ■  ifeg  Jjfex  on  coconut  oil  (p.  7704). 

Roceivod  a  Ponce  (Puerto  Rico)  CjWnbor  of  Commerce  petition  urging  repeal  of 
the  Andresen  amendment  to  the  Dofonaf..- production  Act  on  the  importation  of  oil, 
choose  and  "but  ter.  from  other  countries  \m*  770 4)* 


10*  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Sen.  Halonq^raiscd  ti\  House  for  eliminating  the  authority 


. 


/ 


of  the  International  Materials'  Conference  fipm  the  Defense  Production  Act  (pp. 

7729-30).  /  _  .  . 

FILLS  IlNRCFUCk) 

/  \  I 

ELECTRIFICATION*  S.  J.  Res.  loo*  by  Sen.  Hagmson, 'Authorising  an  inquiry  "by  the- 

Federal  Trade  Commission  into  certain  practices  and  Vet  ivit  ies  of  private  con-  V 
panics  engaged  in  tfte. production,  distribution,  or " sale  of  electrical  energy  in 
interstate  commerce;  to  Interste  to  and  Foreign.  Commerce^  Committee  (p.  JJOS)  • 
Remarks  of  author,  (p^}*  770 6— 7*) 

‘  :  / 


12. 


il-.OV 


H/Rc 


701,  "by  Roue  Mci-iillan,  to  authorise  tho\  onnittoc  on  Ways  and 

j^f  employees*  bene- 
t  Rules  Committee 

(p.  779Q.) «  Remarks  of  author  (pp*  A'MOIO— 1.) 

/ 

/  mis  III  APPENDIX 


Mocins  to  conduct  a  comparative  st\idy  of  thp  different  kinds 
fits  available  to*  persons  in  public  and  private  employment; 


DEFENSE.  PRODUCTION,  Rep.  McC  ormack  inserted  an  AFL  letter  favoring  p 
on  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables,  and  repeal  of  the  so-called  Her long  a.! 
amendments  (pp*  AUOOO-IO)* 


ceilings 

Ce.pehart 


TAXATION;  EXPENDITURES  *  Rep*  Gamble  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  favoring  S. 

,.  «7*  Res.  155*  which. -would  limit nonmilitary  spending  -by  the  Federal  Government 
to  .5^  of  the  estimated  national'  income  (p.  Ahoi5) •  V  i 
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tharlty.  However,  the  following  provisions 
of  the  section  provide  that  after  the  Com¬ 
mandant  has  indicated  to  the  Chairman  of 
the  JoiHt  Chiefs  of  Staif  that  a  matter  sched¬ 
uled  fofy  hearing  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  directly  concerns  the  Marine  Corps,  the 
Chairman  Of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  may 
refer  that  request  on  the  part  of  the  Com¬ 
mandant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  a 
decision  as  to  Vhether  or  not  the  matter 
in  question  does  hi  his  opinion  directly  con¬ 
cern  the  Marine  Sorps.  And  so  the  pro¬ 
vision  as  drawn  provides  a  system  of  checks 
and  balances  as  between  the  Commandant 
on  the  one  hand,  and Nthe  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  on  the  other  whlcnyin  the  opinion  of 
the  House  conferees,  will  \jnsure  that  each 
will  adhere  to  the  principles'  ^numerated  and 
exercise  the  greatest  of  caution  to  insure 
that  neither  shall  abuse  the  prerogatives  of 
the  other.  In  the  final  analysis  the  Congress 
is  making  an  attempt  to  insure  tliqt  matters 
of  national  defense  at  the  level  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  be  decided  on  the  basis  of  the 
broadest  military  experience  available. 
Failure  to  implement  this  intent  would 
produce  most  unfortunate  results.  The 
House  conferees  are  confident  that  such  re¬ 
sults  will  not  occur.  *  \ 

Section  3  of  the  conference  agreement  was 
an  original  provision  in  the  House  version 
but  was  absent  in  the  Senate  version.  It 
merely  repeals  existing  law  which  relates  the 
strength  of  the  Marine  Corps  to  a  percent¬ 
age  strength  of  the  Navy.  Having  estab¬ 
lished  the  strength  of  the  Marine  Corps  in 
section  1  of  the  conference  agreement,  there 
is  no  longer  a  necessity  to  relate  the  strength 
of  the  Marine  Corps  to  the  strength  of  the 
Navy.  Therefore,  the  House  and  Senate 
conferees  were  in  full  agreement  that  the 
conference  agreement  should  include  the 
House  provision  in  this  respect. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

Dewey  Short, 

Leslie  C.  Arends, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (S.  677)  to  fix  the  personnel 
strength  of  the  United  States  Marine 
Corps,  and  to  establish  the  relationship 
of  the  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  explain  the  agreement  that  was 
reached  on  the  important  parts  of  this 
bill? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  no  doubt 
the  House  is  very  interested  in  the  deci¬ 
sion  which  was  reached  by  the  confer¬ 
ees,  I  will  briefly  explain  it  to  the  House, 

First.  The  United  States  Marine  Corps 
within  the  Department  of  the  Navy  will 
be  so  organized  as  to  include  not  less 
than  three  combat  divisions  and  air 
.  wings  and  supporting  units.  The  actual 
'  size  of  these  units  will  be  determined  by 
the  Congress  through  its  appropriations 
for  Marine  Corps  personnel. 

Second.  The  numerical  floor  which  was 
in  the  original  House  bill  has  been  de¬ 
leted. 

Third.  The  ceiling  of  400,000,  which 
was  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills, 
Remains  in  the  conference  agreement, 
"except  in  time  of  war  or  national  emer¬ 


gency  declared  by  the  Congress,  when  it 
would  automatically  be  suspended. 

Fourth.  The  result  of  the  conference 
agreement  will  establish  for  the  first 
time  a  statutory  division  organizational 
structure  for  the  Marine  Corps. 

With  reference  to  the  status  of  the 
Commandant  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  the  conference  agreement  pro¬ 
vides  : 

First.  .That  the  Commandant  will  in¬ 
dicate  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  when  a  matter  before  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  directly  concerns 
the  Marine  Corps. 

Second.  That  when  such  a  matter  is 
under  discussion  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  the  Commandant,  unless  over¬ 
ruled  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  will 
attend  such  meeting  and  present  his 
case,  at  which  time  he  will  have  coequal 
status  with  members  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff  except  for  membership  on  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Third.  This  means  that  the  Comman¬ 
dant  must  receive  a  copy  of  the  agenda 
Vf  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff ;  that  he  must 
have  staff  representation  in  appropriate 
numbers  and  appropriate  levels  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  supporting  organi¬ 
zations;  and  that  he  will  not  attend  any 
meetings  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  ex¬ 
cept  on  matters  directly  concerning  the 
Marine  Corps,  and  that  his  decision  that 
a  matter  directly  concerns  the  Marine 
Corps  may  be  overruled  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  in  which  event  he  would  not 
attend.  It  is  obvious  that  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  majy  ask  the  advice  on 
the  Commandant  on  other  matters,  in 
which  event  the  Commandant  would  at¬ 
tend  the  meeting  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  giving  his  advice  and  not  participating 
in  the  deliberations  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  as  the 
House  well  knows,  I  have  long  been 
keenly  interested  in  the  enactment  of 
legislation  which  would  fix  the  size  and 
the  status  of  the  Marine  Corps  in  bur 
national  defense  structure.  Many  of  us 
have  worked  long  and  hard  to  bring  this 
about,  not  because  we  have  any  particu¬ 
lar  interest  in  the  Marine  Corps  as  such 
but  because  we  so  earnestly  believe  that 
sych  legislation  is  a  primary  defense 
need. 

The  conference  report  now  before  us 
is  the  culmination  of  these  efforts.  I 
am  pleased  to  have  been  able  to  con¬ 
tribute,  as  a  member  of  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committee  and  one  of  the  conferees, 
to  the  final  agreement.  In  reaching  this 
agreement  I  have  been  obliged  to  yield 
on  some  very  definite  convictions  I  have 
as  to  what  should  be  the  status  of  the 
Marine  Corps.  But  this  legislation  is 
better  than  none  at  all,  and  I  believe  is 
an  improvement  over  the  bill  passed  by 
the  other  body. 

You  will  recall  that  the  bill  passed  by 
the  House  provided  that  the  Marine 
Corps  Commandant  shall  be  a  perma¬ 
nent  member  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 
I  still  hold  to  that  opinion.  The  Senate 
bill,  on  the  other  hand,  provided  that  he 
shall  be  a  consultant  to  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff.  Under  the  Senate  version  the 


Commandant  would,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  be  in  virtually  the  same  status 
he  now  is.  He  may  or  may  not  be  con¬ 
sulted. 

The  important  thing  is  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  Marine  Corps  Commandant 
has  a  definite  voice  in  all  motters  which 
affect  or  concern  the  Marine  Corps.  To 
accomplish  this  the  Commandant  must 
have  opportunity  to  determine  for  him¬ 
self  whether  a  matter  being  considered 
by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  does  or  does 
not  affect  or  concern  the  Marine  Corps. 

The  language  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  does  not  give  the 
Commandant  any  official  status  as  a  reg¬ 
ular  or  associate  member  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  but  it  has  the  merit  of 
making  certain  that  he  is  advised  of 
every  matter  to  be  considered  by  them 
and  that  he  has  the  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  his  views  on  it  where  he  feels  that 
the  Marine  Corps  is  concerned. 

This  is  indeed  a  distinct  improvement 
over  the  existing  situation.  And,  as  set 
forth  in  the  statement  on  the  part  of 
the  House  managers,  it  is  understood 
by  all  of  us  that  in  carrying  out  this  law 
the  Marine  Corps  Commandant  will  have 
representation  on  the  subordinate  eche¬ 
lons  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Un¬ 
less  he  has  such  representation  the  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps  Commandant  cannot  pos¬ 
sibly  have  a  real  voice  in  the  considera¬ 
tions  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Not 
infrequently  decisions  are  made  in  the 
lower  echelons,  such  as  by  the  Joint 
Strategic  Survey  Committee,  the  Joint 
%  Strategic  Plans  Committee,  and  so  forth, 
which  do  not  become  part  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  official  agenda.  And  yet 
these  decisions  may  very  vitally  con¬ 
cern  the  Marine  Corps. 

We  fully  expect  that  in  carrying  out 
this  law  the  services  will  make  certain 
that  the  Marine  Corps  has  a  voice  in  all 
stages  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  de¬ 
liberations,  and  that  the  Marine  Corps 
itself  have  complete  opportunity  to  de¬ 
termine  for  itself  whether  it  is  affected 
or  concerned  in  any  way.  As  an  indi¬ 
vidual  member  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee,  and  I  am  sure  this  is  the 
attitude  of  the  entire  committee,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  do  what  I  can  to  see  that  this 
intent  is  carried  out. 

,Just  a  word  as  to  the  size  of  the  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps.  By  this  legislation  we  are 
seeking  to  guarantee  that  we  have  a 
highly-integrated,  mobile  striking  force 
in  readiness  for  any  emergency  that  may 
arise.  The  Senate  bill  provided  for  four 
full-strength  divisions  and  four  full- 
strength  aiB  wings,  with  a  ceiling  of 
400,000.  The\House  bill  provided  for 
three  full-strength  divisions  and  three 
full-strength  air  wings,  with  both  a  nu¬ 
merical  floor  and  ceiling.  ‘The  House 
bill  had  the  protective  advantage  of  defi¬ 
nitely  fixing  a  floor.  ^ 

That  is  the  important  feature  retained 
in  the  conference  report  agreement. 
While  it  sets  the  size  at  three  combat 
divisions  and  three  air  wings,  it  does  not 
stipulate  the  strength  numerically  ex¬ 
cept  as  to  the  ceiling.  But  it  does  stip¬ 
ulate  a  floor  of  not  less  than  three  com¬ 
bat  divisions  and  three  air  wings. 

While  this  conference  report  may  not 
be  what  we  want  or  would  like  to  have,  it 
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is  nonetheless  a  distinct  improvement 
over  the  existing  situation.  I  believe  it 
will  add  materially  to  our  national  de¬ 
fense.  It  being  the  primary  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Congress  to  determine  the 
kind,  type,  and  nature  of  defense  we 
shall  have,  by  this  legislation  we  are 
making  such  a  determination,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  President  should  approve  it. 
If  the  President  should  for  any  reason 
veto  this  bill,  he  will  be  arrogating  to 
himself  a  constitutional  prerogative  of 

LVit*  arPQc: 

Mr.  KEARNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur¬ 
ther  reserving  the  right  to  object,  under 
the  outline  as  now  given  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  does  the  Marine  mem¬ 
ber  now  have  a  right  to  vote  under  the 
conference  report? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  Commandant  of 
the  Marine  Corps  will  have  whatever 
rights  the  other  members  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  have,  whether  it  is  voting 
or  anything  else,  with  coequal  status, 
when  matters  of  direct  concern  to  the 
Marine  Corps  are  before  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff. 

Mr.  KEARNEY.  Is  that  any  different 
than  the  set-up  today? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Oh,  yes;  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent.  Today  he  is  not  on  coequal 
status;  he  does  not  attend  the  meetings 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  unless  he  is 
invited  to  express  his  opinion  or  give 
advice. 

Mr.  KEARNEY.  Unless  he  is  invited. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Unless  he  is  invited. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  further  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  my  understanding  of  the  agree¬ 
ment  reached  in  conference  is  that  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  establishing  a  maximum 
strength,  that  a  statutory  floor  has  also 
been  placed  under  the  agreement. 

Mr.  VINSON.  No  numerical  floor  is 
in  it.  It  is  left  entirely  to  the  Congress 
to  maintain  the  three-combat-division 
strength,  three  combat  air  wings  and 
other  units  sets  out  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  at  such  strength  as  it  may  deem  ad¬ 
visable. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  California.  But  the 
House  bill  said  it  should  not  be  less  than 
three  full  strength  combat  divisions  and 
three  full  strength  air  wings;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  actual  size  of  the 
units  will  be  determined  by  the  Congress 
through  its  appropriations.  While  the 
conference  agreement  leaves  it  to  the 
Congress  to  determine  by  the  appropria¬ 
tions  it  makes  what  strength  of  the  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps  sh£>ll  be,  it  cannot  exceed 
400,000.  But, we  have  said  that  the 
Marine  Corps -shall  be  so  organized  as  to 
include  not  less  than  three  combat  di¬ 
visions,  three  air  wings  and  other  units. 
As  to  whether  or  not  they  will  be  main¬ 
tained  at  full  strength  it  will  be  entirely 
up  to  the  Congress  when  the  Marine 
Corps  appropriations  are  considered. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  California.  I  think 
this  conference  report  falls  far  short  of 
the  intent  of  the  House. 

Mr.  VINSON.  It  may  be  true,"  but  I 
will  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  takes  the  agree¬ 
ment  of  both  bodies  to  get  a  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  do  not 


intend  to  object,  I  am  very  much  dis¬ 
satisfied  with  this  bill,  although  I  rec-  ; 
ognize  the  fact  that  you  have  had  quite 
a  time  getting  what  you  did  get  out  of  1 
the  conference. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  However,  for  the 
record  I  want  to  make  sure  that  it  is  : 
the  intent  of  the  Congress  that  the  floor 
shall  be  three  combat  divisions  and  three 
air  wings?  -  v 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  right.  The 
statement  of  House  managers  goes  into 
details  and  states  the  intent  of  the 
House  conferees,  so  that  there  will  be  no 
doubt  as  to  what  the  House  conferees 
intended. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  There  will  be  no  mis¬ 
understanding  as  to  what  the  Congress  • 
is  thinking  about. 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  is 
very  lengthy  and  has  already  been 
printed  in  the  Record,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  reading  of  the  state¬ 
ment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

,  There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to.  £ 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  _ _ 


METHOD  OF  COMPUTING  PARITY 

PRICES  FOR  BASIC  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  COMMODITIES 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to 
continue  the  existing  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  prices  for  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker, 
J  would  like  to  have  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  this  bill  and  just  what  it  does. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  shall  be  very  glad  to 
do  so  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  bill  continues  the  existing  method 
of  computing  parity  for  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  for  a  period  of  2  years. 
It  has  another  provision  which  con¬ 
tinues  the  90-percent  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  two  additional  years  on  the 
basic  agricultural  commodities,  when 
the  producers  of  such  commodities  have 
not  disapproved  the  marketing  quotas 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Has 
the  Senate  passed  a  similar  bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  has  reported  favorably  a  bill  con¬ 
taining  one  of  the  provisions  contained 
in  this  bill,  the  one  which  deals  with 
new  and  old  parity  formula  which  is  in 
the  act  of  1949,  [The  House  Committee 


on  Agriculture  gave  very  careful  con¬ 
sideration  to  this  measure  and  had  ex¬ 
tended  hearings.  My  recollection  is  that 
the  bill  was  unanimously  reported,  and 
it  is  considered  urgent. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  In  view 
of  the  urgency  of  this  legislation,  I  will 
not  object  at  this  time  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  but  I  think  for  the  fu¬ 
ture  it  would  be  advisable  to  have  more 
discussion  on  a  measure  of  this  impor¬ 
tance  so  that  the  Members  can  under¬ 
stand  it,  and  also  so  that  those  on  the 
outside  who  might  be  interested  will 
have  the  benefit  of  the  real  purpose  and 
intent  of  the  legislation. 

I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Speaker. " 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
intention  to  object  at  this  time,  and  I 
want  to  serve  notice  to  that  effect  on  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
the  gentleman  withhold  his  objection? 

The  SPEAKER.  If  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  going  to  object,  it 
would  appear  there  is  nothing  to  gain  by 
further  discussion. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
withdraw  the  objection  at  this  time,  but 
I  will  reserve  the  right  to  object  in  order 
to  get  an  explanation  of  the  measure. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  may  be  that  some 
member  of  the  committee  can  clarify 
the  situation,  and  give  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  such  information  as  he 
may  desire  concerning  this  measure.  It 
is  considered  very  important.  Prices  are 
now  being  supported  at  90  percent  of 
parity,  and  this  is  actually  not  going  to 
materially  change  the  situation  for  the 
current  year. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  en¬ 
tirely  up  to  the  Speaker  as  to  whether 
the  Speaker  will  afford  time  for  adequate 
discussion.  It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  basic 
change  in  agricultural  policy,  which  is 
the  law,  and  therefore  I  shall  be  con¬ 
strained  to  object  unless  the  Speaker 
will  afford  adequate  time  for  a  complete 
,  explanation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  give  you  a  com¬ 
plete  explanation.  The  gentleman 
stated  that  this  constituted  a  drastic 
change.  It  is  not  a  drastic  change.  It  is 
a  continuation  of  the  policy  now  in  op¬ 
eration. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  assure  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  that  this  is  merely  a 
continuation  of  the  present  90  percent 
program  and  prevents  supports  on  our 
basics  from  going  down  possibly  to  75 
percent. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  If  it  were 
not  for  this,  our  prices  may  go  down 
materially  due  to  the  sliding  scale  as 
provided  by  law. 

Mi*.  COOLEY.  That  is  exactly  right. 
If  the  gentleman  from  New  York  will 
only  stop  to  realize  that  all  his  Republi¬ 
can  colleagues  on  the  committee  are 
utterly  in  favor  of  the  measure,  and 
thoroughly  understand  it.  There  *is 
nothing  complicated  about  it. 
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Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  will 
not  object. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  • 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  direct  a  question,  if  I  may,  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  do  not  think  the  measure  now 
before  us  goes  far  enough.  As  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  knows,  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  a  bill  calling  for  100  percent 
parity.  The  chairman  will  recall  that 
he  has  promised  me  he  will  hold  hear¬ 
ings  on  my  measure  as  soon  as  feasible. 
As  I  understand  the  present  bill,  it  will 
continue  for  a  2-year  period — 90  percent 
of  parity  on  certain  selected  agricultural 
products  whereas  if  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  objects,  it  means  there  is  a 
good  possibility  we  will  go  back  to  the 
sliding  scale  which  will  reduce  parity 
payments  on  these  products  below  the 
present  90  percent. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  bill,  of  course, 
will  be  considered  at  the  proper  time, 
but  it  will  not  be  affected  in  any  way  by 
this  bill  because  this  is  a  continuation 
of  the  90-percent  program  which  is  in 
effect. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  will  withdraw  his 
objection. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask 
a  question  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee?  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  this  bill 
is  not  passed,  then  the  law  will  be  in 
effect  as  to  a  sliding  parity  from  75  to 
90  percent,  and  if  this  bill  is  passed,  for 
the  next  2  years,  it  is  fixed  at  90  percent? 
Is  that  not  a  fact? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  situation  is  that 
unless  we  pass  this  bill,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  could  put  into  operation 
the  sliding  scale.  I  can  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  that  frankly  I 
have  no  fear  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  use  the  sliding  scale  at 
this  particular  time,  when  the  Nation  is 
making  such  unprecedented  demands  on 
the  farmers  of  this  Nation  to  step  up 
production. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  This  does  change  the 
law  in  that  regard? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  only  extends  the  90- 
percent  program  two  additional  years. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  understand.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  object. 

The  SPEAKER.  Objection  is  heard. 


-  mpr 

VOTING  RIGHTS  TO 
OF  THE  ARMED 


EXTENDING 
MEMBERS 

3— COMMUNICATION  FROM 
THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES'  m  DOC.  NO.  513) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication  from  the 
President  of  the/Umted  States,  which 
was  read  and  referred  to..the  Committee 
on  House  Administration  Etnd  ordered  to 
be  printe^’  / 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  June  19,  1952. 
Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  urge  that  the 
Congress  give  early  and  favorable  at¬ 
tention  to  the  measures  now  pending  be¬ 
fore  it  to  enable  the  men  and  women  in 
our  armed  services  to  exercise  their 
right  to  votes  Close  to  a  million  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  armed  services  may  be  un¬ 
able  to  cast  their  votes  this  year  unless 
the  Congress  acts  on  these  matters  be¬ 
fore  adjournment. 

On  March  28,  in  a  message  to  the 
Congress,  I  recommended  that  certain 
steps  be  taken  to  facilitate  the  exercise 
of  the  franchise  by  our  service  men  and 
service  women,  and  by  certain  Federal 
personnel  serving  overseas.  These  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  based  on  a  careful 
study  made  by  an  expert  committee  of 
the  American  Political  Science  Associa¬ 
tion.  A  bill  to  effect  improvements  in 
existing  law,  in  accordance  with  these 
recommendations,  was  introduced  as 
H.  R.  7571  by  Representative  McCormack 
in  the  House  and  as  S.  3061  by  Senator 
Green  in  the  Senate. 

The  study  made  by  the  committee  of 
the  American  Political  Science  Associa¬ 
tion  pointed  out  the  obstacles  to  soldier 
voting  that  are  are  presented  by  the  laws 
of  many  of  our  States.  The  committee 
recommended  prompt  remedial  action  by 
these  States,  and  special  Federal  action, 
for  this  year  only,  to  aid  service  men  and 
women  from  States  that  fail  to  take  ac¬ 
tion  to  improve  their  laws  before  Novem¬ 
ber. 

In  a  letter  to  me  on  April  30,  1952, 
which  I  transmitted  to  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Administration,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  described  the  efforts  he  was 
making  to  encourage  the  States  with  in¬ 
adequate  legislation  to  improve  their 
laws,  but  concluded  that  since  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  States  in  this  category  would 
not  convene  their  legislatures  in  1952, 
the  prospects  for  further  State  action 
this  year  were  not  bright. 

There  is  another  important  reason 
why  Congress  should  take  early  action. 
The  basic  legislative  affirmation  in  our 
Federal  laws  of  the  right  of  service  people 
to  vote  is  contained  in  two  provisions  of 
the  servicemen’s  voting  law  of  1946, 
which  are  effective  only  in  time  of  war. 
Since  the  Japanese  Peace  Treaty  came 
into  effect  on  April  28,  1952,  thereby  ter¬ 
minating  the  state  of  war,  these  provi¬ 
sions,  together  with  other  war  and  emer¬ 
gency  powers,  have  been  temporarily  ex¬ 
tended  from  time  to  time  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  on  the  last  occasion  to  June  30. 
However,  the  pending  measure  for  the 
permanent  continuation  of  some  of  these 
war  and  emergency  powers — House  Joint 
Resolution  477 — does  not  include  these 
provisions  affirming  the  right  of  members 
of  our  armed  services  to  vote.  Therefore, 
unless  action  is  taken  on  H.  R.  7571  and 
S.  3061,  the  very  declaration  of  the  right 
of  our  soldiers  to  vote  will  disappear  from 
the  Federal  statutes.  When  we  have 


soldiers  overseas  defending  the  cause  of 
freedom  it  is  unthinkable  that  we  should 
go  backward  instead  of  forward  in  en¬ 
abling  them  to  exercise  the  rights  Which 
all  citizens  possess. 

In  addition  to  enunciating  the  basic 
rights  of  our  service  people  to  vote,  H.  R. 
7571  makes  a  series  of  recommendations 
for  State  action;  prescribes  certain  steps 
for  Federal  agencies  to  follow,  particu¬ 
larly  with  respect  to  postcard  applica¬ 
tions  for  State  ballots;  provides  for  a 
temporary  Federal  ballot  for  use  in  those 
States  which  do  not  give  service  people 
an  adequate  opportunity  to  vote;  and 
contains  a  number  of  important  miscel¬ 
laneous  provisions,  such  as  those  making 
voting  matter  postage  free,  and  protect¬ 
ing  against  fraud  and  undue  influence  in 
voting  in  the  Armed  Forces. 

All  these  provisions  are  important  if 
we  want  our  service  people  to  exercise 
the  rights  they  are  defending  for  us.  I 
hope  the  Congress  will  take  prompt  ac¬ 
tion  to  pass  this  vital  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harry  S.  Truman. 


EXPLANATION  OF  VOTE  ON  SOCIAL 
SECURITY 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  take  this  opportunity  to.  clear 
up,  for  the  benefit  of  m f  colleagues  and 
anyone  else  interested,  any  questions  as 
to  why  I  did  not  vote  for  the  bill 
H.  R.  7800.  In  the  first  place,  Members 
of  the  House  must  realize  that  by  the 
time  my  name  was  called  on  the  record 
vote,  the  bill  had  carried  with  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority;  therefore  my  vote, 
which  was  merely  a  protest,  could  not 
keep  the  beneficiaries  of  the  social-secu¬ 
rity  system  from  reaping  the  meager 
benefits  which  the  bill  provided. 

I  have  no  desire  to  criticize  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
who  undoubtedly  did  their  best  under 
the  circumstances.  However,  from  my 
own  constituents  who  are  directly  af¬ 
fected  I  have  received  many  complaints, 
and  in  responding  to  them  I  have 
promised  the  quickest  possible  remedial 
action.  \ 

I  was  very  much  disappointed  that  in 
programing  H.  R.  7800  there  was  only 
40  minutes  allowed  for  debate  and  no 
opportunity  was  given  for  amendments. 
I  wanted  to  make  clear  the  feelings  of  my 
people  in  regard  to  some  of  the  features 
of  the  law.  The  increase  provided  is 
very  meager  indeed.  It  might  provide 
a  bare  existence  if  the  beneficiary  could 
hold  some  kind  of  a  job  in  order  to  draw 
the  amount  necessary  to  keep  body  and 
soul  together.  In  some  cases  the  $70 
limit  provided  by  the  bill  might  do  it. 
In  many  others  it  cannot.  Since  the 
beneficiaries  have  contributed  to  their 
own  social-security  fund,  I  see  no  reason 
why  they  should  not  be  permitted  to  em¬ 
ploy  themselves  gainfully  either  with¬ 
out  any  limit  or  at  least  to  the  extent 
of  $100.  I  believe  the  House  should 
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bpnsider  under  certain  circumstances 
lowering  the  retirement  age  to  60  for 
men  and  55  for  women,  with  suitable  ad¬ 
justments  in  benefits. 

I  have  many  complaints  from  women 
as  to  the  inequities  and  the  differences 
in  payments  to  a  widow  and  to  a 
widower. 

I  have  found  in  my  district,  which  is 
largely  agricultural,  that  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  confusion  as  to  just  who  is  and 
who  is  not  covered.  It  would  be  much 
the  best  for  the  farm  workers  if  lan¬ 
guage  in  connection  with  the  agriculture 
coverage  could .  be  clarified  and  any 
doubt  eliminated  as  to  whether  there 
would  be  benefits  eventually  returned  to 
the  employee. 

The  objection  of  housewives  to  col¬ 
lection  of  taxes  covering  domestics  may, 
to  some,  seem  a  trivial  matter.  How¬ 
ever,  I  believe  that  it  is  by  no  means 
trivial,  and  the  constant  nagging  of  this 
thorn  in  the  flesh  could  be  eliminated 
to  the  advantage  of  the  entire  social- 
security  program. 

I  voted  with  regret  not  to  suspend  the 
rules  to  pass  the  bill  as  it  now  stands. 
If  it  could  be  liberalized,  or  if  we  could 
at  least  air  our  opinions  and  state  the 
cases  for  our  constituents,  I  would  feel 
very  differently  about  it.  Under  the 
present  circumstances,  I  cannot  give 
them  their  day  in  court. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  correct  the 
Record  of  yesterday  on  page  7699  in  line 
5  of  my  remarks  under  the  heading 
"Tribute  to  Bob  Doughton.”  The  figure 
“36"  should  read  "361.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  permanent  Record  will  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  today  for  5  minutes,  following  the 
legislative  business  of  the  day  and  any 
other  special  orders  heretofore  entered. 


ST.  LAWRENCE  RIVER  POWER 

(Mr.  KILBURN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  include  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  short  letter  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent.)  /  • 

(The  letter  is  as  follows:) 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  19,  1952. 
The  President, 

The  White  House. 

My  Dear  Mr.  President:  I  was  greatly  dis¬ 
appointed,  as  I  know  you  were,  with  the 
vote  in  the  Senate  recommitting  the  St. 
Lawrence  seaway  bill.  This  means  that  this 
great  project  is  dead  for  this  year. 

As  you  know,  in  1948  New  York  State  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  for  a 
license  to  develop  the  power  Jointly  with  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  logical  thing 
to  do  is  to  allow  New  York  State  and  the 
Province  of  Ontario  to  Jointly  develop  this 
power.  This  would  not  cost  the  Federal  tax¬ 
payer  a  penny.  It  would  give  New  York 


State  and  New  England  much  needed  power 
which  is  now  going  to  waste.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  situation,  it  needs  the  approval 
of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  and  the 
International  Joint  Commission.  It  would 
not  need  action  by  the  Congress.  The 
Province  of  Ontario  and  the  State  of  New 
York  can  then  construct  the  dam  jointly 
and  develop  the  power.  New  York  State  is 
ready  to  go  ahead  and  the  Province  of  On¬ 
tario  has  already  given  its  approval. 

I  respectfully  urge,  sir,  that  you  use  your 
Executive  power  and  influence  with  these 
two  commissions  to  have  this  project  ap¬ 
proved  Immediately  so  that  New  York  State 
and  the  Province  of  Ontario  can  proceed.  I 
might  add  that  New  York  State  will  charge 


Hope 

Pickett 

Stanley 

Kilday 

Poulson 

Steed 

McVey 

Powell 

Stigler 

Mack,  Ill. 

Prouty 

Sutton 

Morris 

Reed,  ni. 

Tackett 

Murdock 

Richards 

Thomas 

Murphy 

Sabath 

Welch 

Norblad 

Sasscer 

Wickersham 

Patman 

Scott, 

Wigglesworth 

Patten 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Phillips 

Shafer 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call.  367 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


enough  for  the  power  so  that  the"  project 
Will  be  self-liquidating. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Clarence  E.  Kilburn, 

Member  oj  Congress. 


GENERAL  EISENHOWER’S  HAND  IN 
OUR  AIR  POWER  REDUCTION 

(Mr.  REECE  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  REECE  of  Tennessee  addressed 
the  House.  His  remarks  appear  in  the 
Appendix  of  today’s  Record.] 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  O’KONSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  today 
for  1  hour,  following  the  legislative  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  day  and  any  other  special 
orders  heretofore  entered. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
May  23, 1  secured  permission  for  my  col¬ 
league  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Fogarty]  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record. 
As  the  extension  was  written  up  on  page 
A3347  of  the  Record  it  appears  as 
though  it  were  my  extension.  I  merely 
secured  permission  for  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks. 

I  therefore  ask  unanimous  consent^ 
that  the  permanent  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr..  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  108] 

Aandahl  Buckley  Dawson 

Abemethy  Burdick  Dingell 

Albert  Butler  Evlns 

Allen,  La.  Carlyle  Fenton 

Anfuso  Carnahan  Frazier 

Bates,  Ky.  Celler  Gore 

Beall  Chatham  Hubert 

Beckworth  Clemente  Heffernan 

Bender  Cole.  N.  Y.  Herter 


DEFENSE  PRODUCTION  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1952 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  oh  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8210)  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  and  the 
Housing  and  Rent  Act  of  1947,  as 
amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  8210,  with 
Mr.  Mills  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  the  Clerk  had  read 
the  first  section  of  the  bill.  If  there  are 
no  amendments  to  this  section,  the  Clerk 
will  read. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  requested  this 
time  so  that  I  might  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee 
a  question.  On  page  28  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  on  House  bill  H.  R.  8210,  there 
is  a  paragraph  under  the  caption  "Cer¬ 
tain  technical  violations,”  which  reads 
as  follows: 

Your  committee  has  received  several  com¬ 
plaints  concerning  the  general  celling  price 
regulation  affecting  lumber'  distributors  in 
southern  areas  with  respect  to  which  your 
committee  believes  relief  must  be  afforded. 
The  general  ceiling  price  regulation  was  is¬ 
sued  in  January  1951  shortly  after  the  gen¬ 
eral  price  freeze.  The  provisions  of  the  reg¬ 
ulation  as  it  affected  such  distributors  was 
ambiguous  in  many  respects,  and  attempts 
were  immediately  made  to  bring  this  to  the 
attention  of  the  agency.  However,  a  period 
of  a  year  elapsed  before  a  new  regulation 
was  issued  correcting  and  clarifying  the 
matters  complained  of.  During  this  period 
it  is  the  understanding  of  your  committee 
there  were  some  technical  violations  of  the 
general  ceiling  price  regulation  of  a  nonwill¬ 
ful  character.  Such  technical  violations 
would  not  be  violations  of  the  order  now 
in  effect  and  but  for  the  long  period  of  time 
it  took  to  issue  the  current  order  would 
probably  never  have  occurred.  It  is  not  the 
intention  of  your  committee  to  condone  will¬ 
ful  violations  of  any  price  regulation  or  order 
in  this  instance  or  any  other.  But  in  view 
of  the  circumstances  of  these  cases  it  is  the 
opinion  of  your  committee  that  there  should 
be  no  prosecution  of  technical  violations, 
which  were  nonwillful,  and  which  would'  not 
constitute  any  violation  of  the  order  cur¬ 
rently  in  effect. 

This  paragraph  points  out  that  the 
provision  of  the  regulation  as  it  affected 
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1.  TTJIA  DISH  IMPORTS,  3y  a  32-43  vote,  ‘defeated  H«  R.  5693*  to  innose  a  tariff  on 

tuna-fish  imports  (pp.  8031-4/;. 

/ 

2.  STATE ,  (JUSTICE,  C0i-_IERCE  APPROPRIATION  TILL,  X^gp .  “The  Appropriations’  Connit tee 

reported  with  amend  me  nt  s  this  bill,  H,  R.  7289 \s.  Re-0t .  1307)  (p.  SQ26).  The 
"Daily  Divest"  states?  ?As  approved,  the  bill  authorizes  expenditures  of 
$1,015,016,735,  a  decrease,  from  the  House-massed  Wdl  of  $1, 906,996.  ‘The 
amount  of  "the  regular^  and  sunnl enental  estimates  f  ok  these  apnro-oriations  was 

•.  $1,243,136,309."  (/  D63I,)'" 

3.  IHTmRIOR  A?  PRO?  RI  I  Oil  BILL,  1953*  This  bill,  H,  R<  717  was  made  the  unfinish¬ 

ed  business  (py'^05 9)*  Sens*  Douglas  and  Hayden  submit tefly various  amendments- 
.  which  they  iii^bnd  to  propose  to  the  bill  (p.  30  29), 

4.  I'liUAGEIISlir  IKPROVEMRITT,  Both  Houses  received  from  the  3udget  B&veau  a  report  on 

management  Improvements  and  employee  awards  pursuant  to  Title  X\f  the  Class!- 
fication/Act  of  1949 ?  to  Senate  and  House  Committees  ch  Post  OffiHf;  and  Civil 
.  Servic  of  (pp*  3023,  2033), 


Ct 
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mTS*  BEIEFITS,  Sen,  Ferguson  spoke  in  favor  of  several  amendment  s\to  H.  R. 
>»  the -  GI  bill  for  veterans  of  the  Korean  conflict  (pp.  S027r9)* 


jDGETIi.G#  Sen.  MoClellan  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  913 »  to  provide  fop  a  joint 
budget  committee  (pp.  3030-1).  • 


7  felSliATIT3  PRO GW*-:  The  Majority  Leader,  in  reply,  to  a  question  as  to  whether 
Vngross  would  recess  or  adjourn,  stated:  ”lfc  lira  driving  for  ad jourprncnV^on 


1-  Congress  would.  recess  or  aajourn,  stav.ua.  >wu  am  - 

tnh°5th  of  July,  and  vjo  hope  that  we  stall  reach  adjournment  "by  that  tine?,” 
He  further  stated,  however,  "I  an  .not  making  any  promises,"  (p*  30490/ 


HOUSE* 


3. 


APPRO??. IA5C OHS,  House  conferees  submitted  conference  report,  pn  h/r,  6S54f  Trcas 
ury-Post  Office  Departments  appropriation  hill  for  1953  nH.  Hen/.  2284*  (p.30b4) 
Receive^  the  President’s  ietter  transmitting  a  supplemental  appropriation 
estimate  of  $363, 491.17  for  the  payment  of  claims  fer  damage/,  audited  claims, 
and  judgment  slendered  against  the  United  States  (H,  Doc.  (p,  3037), 

_ V _ _ _ _  .....I.  .'-I—  I...  .....  i.....nrwr~- . . — -  - - - will . 


9. 


PRIOR' SUPPORTS.  The.  Rules’ Committee  granted  a  rule  for  the-  consideration,  of  H.R, 
3122,  to  continue  the  present  method  of  comuting  parity  prices,  for  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  .and  continue  90^-of-parity  price  supports  (p.  3035)* 


10. 


RECLA1-1A? IC1T.  Agreed  tq  .Senate  amendments  to  ",  R.  2313 to  authorize  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Collbran  reclamation  project,  Colo,  (pp, 
30o3-9).  This  bill  >  will ,  r-pw  be  sent  to  the  Pre/ldcnt. 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit  toy  ordered -reported  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  Ro  6163,  providing.  f<? r  irrigation  works  in  connection  wit! 
the  Chief  Joseph  Dam  project*,  Columbia  Rive/,  Hash* ,  and  H*  R.  .7034,  establish¬ 
ing  a  small  reclamation  projects  fund  (p.  25634). 

Rep.  Mitchell  spoke  in  favor  of  the  Hells  Canyon  Dan  (Idaho)  and  he  claimed 
the. Idaho  Power  -Company  is  opposing  thi/  project  through  large-scale  advertis¬ 
ing,  and  that  the  costs  of  this  adverj/sing  is  borne  by  the  consumers  (up* 8069- 

7l)  • 


11. 


PURCHASING-,  Agreed  to  Senate  amendments  to  H*  R.  7405,  to  provide  for  a  single 
supply  cataloging  and  standardisation  ’ey  stem  for  the  Defense  Department.  One 
amendment  proyides  for  coordination  with,  G-SA  in  its  cataloging  efforts  so  as  to 
prevent  unnecessary  duplication,  (pp.  8063— 4l . )  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 


the  President, 


\ 


\ 


12. 


FORESTRY*  PUBLIC  LAUDS, 
ported  (but  did  not  actually  repor 


e  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  re- 


t) 


tr 


U.I  LJ  '' 
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.,  providing  for  the  acquisition 


13. 


of  sand,  stone,  gravel/  pumice,  and  cinder  demerits  on  national  forest  lands 

(-0.  D634). 

„  \ 

PERSONNEL.  The  Judiciary  Committee  rereferrod*  to  subcommittee  for  further  study 

s.  2545,  permitting  the  advance  of  travel  errpenses  and  subsistence  to  Government 

employees  by  on/agency  for  the  convenience  of  anothcV  (p.  D634). 


i4. 


DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Extension  of  remarks  by  Rep.  Cl  cm  on  us  criticizing  House  ac¬ 
tion  in  adopting  tho  Talle  and  other  amendments  to  the  defcnco  production  bill 
which  Clements  claimed  eliminated  "our  .program  of  '  economic\ stabilization,  ”  and 
he  inserted  Economic  Stabilizer  Putnam* s  recent  statement  opposing  these  amend¬ 
ments  (pu.  8065—6). 


SOIL  2 0 NSERVAT I  Oil  •  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  "deferred 
on  a  rule  for  H.  R.  8243,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
c/6perate  with  States  and  local  agencies  in  the  planning  and.  carrying  out  of 
of  improvement  for  soil  conservation"  (v>.  D635) • 


fork 


RECLAAT  I  Oil;  ELECTRIFICATION1;  EXPE1TDITU1ES.  Ren .  -  Angcll  spoke  in  favor*.,  of  Goy-  j 
ernnent  reclamation  and  electrif location  projects  in  the  Pacific  Northwest ,  a.nd  ■ 
against  high  taxation  and  the  high  rate  of  Government  sjxmding  (pp.  8076-83). 
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reductions  in  spending.  I  recall  one 
wfceek  I  voted  to  reduce  expenditures  by 
$3^380,000,000,  things  which  I  felt  were 
unnecessary  expenditures  and  which 
ccuid  be  eliminated  during  this  period  of 
tim\  through  which  we  are  passing.  In 
all,  I  have  voted  to  reduce  spending  by 
a  sum  exceeding  $12,250,000,000 — a  sum 
sufficient  to  balance  the  budget  and  leave 
some  lijtle  surplus.  I  am  sure  that  some 
results  V'e  seen  from  my  effort,  but  our 
work  must  go  on.  We  must  resolve  that 
America  \shall  continue  solvent  and  at_ 
the  samfe  time  continue  our  ^  great 
progress.  \ 


H.  R.  8315  AND  H.  R.  8316 

Mr.  LARCADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Public  Wdtks  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  report  on  H.  R. 
8315  and  H.  R.S316. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  theVequest  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDING  THE  MERCHANT  MARINE 
ACT,  *936 

Mr.  LYLE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  704, Rept.  No.  2287), 
which  was  referred  to  ‘the  House  Cal¬ 
endar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  resolution  it  stipll  be  in  order 
to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  spouse  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (S.  241)  to  amend  tfie  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1936,  as  amended^  to  further 
promote  the  development  and  maintenance 
of  the  American  merchant  marine,  and  for 
other  purposes.  That  after  general  debate 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  billand  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  bet  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on /Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  the  bill 
6h.all  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
rrfinute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  theieon- 
qfderation  of  the  bill  for  amendments  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
/the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
/  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  ques- 
/  tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
/  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
/  without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo- 
j  tion  to  recommit. 

COMPUTING  PARITY  PRICES  FOR 

BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODI¬ 
TIES 

Mr.  COLMER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Lyle)  ,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  re¬ 
ported  the  following  privileged  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  Res.  705,  Rept.  No.  2288) ,  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order 
to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  , 
the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the  exist-  1 
ing  method  of  computing  parity  prices  for 
basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other 
purposes.  That  after  general  debate  which 


shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not 
to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


BRIBES,  BANDS,  AND  GROUPS  OF 
INDIANS 

DELANEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
LyleX,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  re- 
portecrthe  following  privileged  resolution 
(H.  Res\706,  Rept.  No.  2289),  which  was 
referred  \o  the  Houise  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  8)  to  au¬ 
thorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  study  the  respective  tribes,  bands, 
and  grdups  of  Indians  upder  his  jurisdiction 
to  determine  their  qualifications  to  manage 
their  own  affairs  withou\  supervision  and 
control  by  the  Federal  Government.  That 
after  general  debate  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  joint  resolution  afrd  continue  not 
to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally,  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Lands,  the  Joint  resolution  shall  be  read  for  j 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  tfc 
joint  resolution  for  amendment,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  shall  rise  and  report  the  Joint  resolution 
to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  /lay 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  Ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  cm  the 
joint  resolution  and  amendments  /hereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


BUREAU  OF  INDIAN 
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The  committee  shall  report  to  the  Hduse 
(or  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House  if  the  House 
is  not  in  session)  as  soon  as  practicable 
during  the  present  Congress  the  results  of 
its  investigation  and  sutdy,  together  with 
such  recommendations  as  it  deems  advis¬ 
able,  including  ( 1 )  a  list  of  the  tribes,  bands, 
or  groups  of  Indians  found  to  be  Qualified  for 
full  management  of  their  own  Affairs;  (2) 
legislative  proposals  designed  t  of  promote  the 
earliest  practicable  termination  of  all  Fed¬ 
eral  supervision  and  control  over  Indians; 
(3)  a  listing  of  functions  A ow  carried  on 
by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  ACairs  which  may 
be  discontinued  or  transferred  to  other  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Federal  GovAnment  or  to  the 
States;  (4)  names  of  s/ates  where  further 
operation  of  the  Bure/u  of  Indian  Affairs 
should  be  discontinued;  (5)  recommended 
legislation  for  removal  of  legal  disability  of 
Indians  by  reason  di  guardianship  by  the 
Federal  Government;  (6)  findings  concern¬ 
ing  transactions  .'involving  the  exchange, 
lease,  or  sale  of  lands  or  interests  in  lands 
belonging  to  Ijfdian  wards,  with  specific 
findings  as  to  sQch  transactions  in  the  State 
of  Oregon;  (Ty  recommendations  to  the  At¬ 
torney  General  for  action  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  if  the  committee  finds  any 
violation  oy  trust  in  the  disposition  of  prop¬ 
erty  of  Indian  wards;  (8)  recommended  leg¬ 
islation  /esigned  to  achieve  faithful  per¬ 
formance  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
of  the  .obligations  of  guardianship  for  the 
benefi / of  Indian  wards. 

Fop' the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  reso- 
luticm,  the  committee  or  subcommittee  is 
authorized  to  sit  and  act  during  the  pres¬ 
ent  Congress  at  such  times  and  places  within 
the  United  States,  its  Territories,  and  pos¬ 
sessions,  whether  the  House  is  in  session, 
las  recessed,  or  has  adjourned,  to  hold  such 
hearings,  and  to  require,  by  subpena  or 
otherwise,  the  attendance  and  testimony  of 
such  witnesses  and  the  production  of  such 
books,  records,  correspondence,  memoranda, 
papers,  and  documents,  as  it  deems  neces¬ 
sary.  Subpenas  may  be  issued  under  the 
signature  of  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
or  any  other  member  of  the  committee 
designated  by  him,  and  may  be  served  by  any 
person  designated  by  such  chairman  or 
member. 


Mr.  LYLE  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  De¬ 
laney),  from  the  Commijftee  on  Rules, 
reported  the  following  privileged  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  Res.  698,  Rfept.  No.  2290), 
which  was  referred  to  me  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  b/ printed: 

Resolved,  That  the  /Committee  on  Inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs,  acting  as  a  whole 
or  by  subcommittee, /is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  conduct  a  full  and  complete  in¬ 
vestigation  and  stimy  of  the  activities  and 
operations  of  the  /Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs, 
with  particular  reference  to  (1)  the  manner 
in  which  the  Bfireau  of  Indian  Affairs  has 
performed  its  functions  of  studying  the  vari¬ 
ous  tribes,  bands,  and  groups  of  Indians 
to  determine/ their  qualifications  for  man¬ 
agement  of  kheir  own  affairs  without  further 
supervision/ of  the  Federal  Government;  (2) 
the  manner  in  which  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  has  fulfilled  its  obligations  of  trust 
as  the  Qgency  of  the  Federal  Government 
chargee*  with  the  guardianship  of  Indian 
property;  (3)  the  adequacy  of  law  and  regu¬ 
lations  to  assure  the  faithful  performance 
of  trust  in  the  exchange,  lease,  or  sale  of 
surcace  or  subsurface  interests  in  or  title 
ty  real  property  or  disposition  of  personal 
roperty  of  Indian  wards. 


INDEPENDENCE  NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL  PARK 

Mr.  LYLE  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  De¬ 
laney).  from  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
reported  the  following  privileged  reso¬ 
lution' (If.  Res.  707,  Rept.  No.  2291), 
which  waiX  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6544)  to  amend  the  act  of 
June  28,  1948  (62  Stat»1061),  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Independence  National 
Historical  Park.  That  after  general  debate 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 
continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of.  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pas¬ 
sage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 


No.  Ill - 9 
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APPOINTMENT  OF  ADDITIONAL  CIR¬ 
CUIT  AND  DISTRICT  JUDGES 

Mr.  LYLE  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Cox), 
from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported 
the  following  privileged  resolution  (H. 
Res.  708,  Rept.  No.  2292),  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1203)  to  provide  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  additional  circuit  and  district 
judges,  and  for  other  purposes.  That  after 
general  debate  which  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  2  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pass¬ 
age  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 
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LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  to  Mr.  Addonizio  (at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Sieminski),  for  the 
balance  of  the  week,  on  account  of  death 
in  the  family. 


PRICE  AND  WAGE  STABILIZATION 

(Mr.  LESINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LESINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
most  convincing  evidence  of  the  need 
for  continuation  of  the  price  and  wage 
stabilization  provisions  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  was  made  public  on 
Thursday,  June  19,  by  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  when  it  published  the  current 
cost-of-living  index. 

If  anyone  has  any  doubts  as  to  the 
need  for  continuation  of  price  control, 
he  only  need  note  that  the  cost  of  living 
in  the  United  States  today  is  near  tho/ 
all-time  ppak  in  our  history. 

A  great  many  critics  of  direct  eco¬ 
nomic  controls  have  argued  that  the  best 
way  to  bring  prices  down  is  by  increased 
production.  Over  the  long  pull  cer¬ 
tainly  increased  production  is, an  effec¬ 
tive  brake  on  prices.  But  what  is  the- 
present  situation? 

Today  we  have  a  higher  Output  of  food 
per  capita  than  ever  before  and  yet  food 
prices  are  continuing  $6  rise.  We  have 
built  new  homes  at  the  rate  of  about  a 
million  a  year  rents  continue  to 
go  up. 

Taking  our  production  as  a  whole  our 
output  in  1952  bids  fair  to  outdistance 
anything  that  we  have  accomplished  in 
the  past.  This  year  we  will  have  a 
greater  gfoss  national  product  than  ever 
before. 

Certainly  if  we  could  say  that  In¬ 
creased  production  were  the  whole  an¬ 
swer  or  the  only  answer  we  should  be 


seeing  prices  on  the  way  down.  Instead, 
we  see  them  rising.  This  is  sound  evi¬ 
dence  that  unless  we  have  direct  con¬ 
trols  the  sky  may  well  be  the  limit. 

What  does  the  cost-of-living  index 
show?  It  shows  that  the  costs  of  fuel, 
food,  rent,  miscellaneous  services  all 
have  been  on  the  upgrade  in  recent 
months.  Only  the  costs  of  apparel  and 
house  furnishings  have  been  dropping. 

The  meaning  of  these  changes  in  the 
price  situation  ought  to  be  pretty  clear 
to  all  of  us  Why  have  the  people  been 
putting  off  the  purchase  of  apparel  and 
house  furnishings?  Simply  because 
these  are  things  that  the  people  can  go 
without  when  they  are  pinched  by  rising 
costs  of  other  commodities. 

It  is  pretty  hard  to  break  the  habit  of 
eating.  And  there  is  no  way  to  avoid  the 
payment  of  the  landlord  or  the  utility 
bill.  Because  these  are  essentials,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  the  things  that  the  con¬ 
sumer  has  to  have  each  and  every  day, 
they  have  been  going  up  in  price. 

Why  have  consumers  been  cutting 
down  on  apparel  and  home  furnishings? 
Is  it  because  we  need  less  clothing  or  less 
furniture  than  we  did  last  year?  Cer¬ 
tainly  not.  The  answer  is  simply  that 
the  grocer  and  the  butcher  are,  taking 
so  much  of  the  average  family’s  ^income 
that  there  is  nothing  left  ovej  for  the 
other  things  that  the  consumer  needs. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  talk  of 
soft  markets  in  textiles.  Almost  without 
exception  this  industry  has  said  that 
there  no  longer  is  need  for  price  controls 
because  its  products  are  slow-moving 
and  selling  way  below* ceilings. 

But  the  industries  that  are  crying 
“soft  market”  are  making  a  terrible  mis¬ 
take  in  seeking  a  solution  to  their  mer¬ 
chandising  problems  by  the  elimination 
of  price  controls.  Instead  they  should  be 
urging  stronger  controls  over  the  prices 
both  of  food  and  of  rents.  The  textile 
industry , can  only  look  forward  to  addi¬ 
tional  trouble  if  the  family  grocery  bill 
and  the  family  rent  bill  is  forced  ever 
higher  and  higher. 

The  manufacturers  of  appliances  and 
of  automobiles  likewise  have  been  ex¬ 
periencing  sales  resistance  on  the  part  of 
their  normal  customers.  Is  this  because 
the  market  has  been  saturated?  Far 
from  it.  The  answer  is  simply  that  high 
prices  have  put  so  many  people  on  a 
hand-to-mouth  basis.  With  cost-of- 
living  items  at  their  present  levels  that 
average  consumer  just  doesn’t  have  the 
margin  for  the  other  things  that  he 
needs. 

What  is  the  answer?  Is  it  to  relax 
restrictions,  to  relax  controls?  If  that 
were  the  answer  these  various  industries 
should  be  enjoying  their-  greatest  pros¬ 
perity.  Instead  they  are  bemoaning  slow 
sales.  No;  that  is  not  the  answer.  The 
answer  is  to  keep  a  firm  rein  on  the  cost- 
of-living  items  so  that  the  average  con¬ 
sumer  will  have  a  little  left  over  after 
the  grocer,  the  butcher,  and  the  landlord 
have  been  paid.  The  answer  is  to 
strengthen  controls  so  that  all  segments 
of  our  economy  will  share  in  this  great 
output  that  we  are  turning  out  this  year. 
The  answer  is  for  fair  and  equitable 
pi  ices  all  across  the  board  which  can 


only  be  achieved  if  we  keep  a  firm  hand 
on  the  economy  as  a  whole. 

When  the  cost  of  living  is  at  about  the 
highest  peak  in  the  history  of  this  coun¬ 
try — and  this  at  the  very  time  when  we 
have  maximum  production— “-we  should 
be  exhausting  every  effort  to  find  ways 
and  means  to  strengthen  all  phases  of 

our  economic  stabilization  program. 

/ 

ZARUBIN,  PANYU^KIN,  AND  GRO¬ 
MYKO;  WHERE  WERE  THEY? 

(Mr.  SIEMINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.)  / 

Mr.  SIEMINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
nights  of  Jhne  21,  1941,  June  25,  1950, 
September  12,  1950,  and  yesterday  when 
the  Yalu  power  plants  were  blown  up, 
where  were  Messrs.  Zarubin,  Panyushkin, 
Gromyko,  and  Gerhard  Eisler?  What 
did  their  reports  show? 

For  that  matter,  where  were  Berea, 
Molotov,  Vishinsky,  and  Malik? 

Strange,  is  not  it,  how  they  have  ex¬ 
posed  the  Politburo  so  often  with  its  red 
flannels  showing. 

And  what  were  those  high  jinks  5 
nights  ago  at  Dairen  and  Port  Arthur? 
Some  big  Soviet  fish  involved,  no?  The 
moon  was  out.  So  are  the  power  plants. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  ’to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks, 
was  granted  as  follows: 

Mr.  Celler  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Price  in  four  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Bolling  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Lesinski  in  three  instances  and 
to  include  newspaper  articles. 

Mr.  Golden  and  to  include  an  article 
prepared  by  Mr.  Tom  Dale,  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Department,  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin  and  to  include 
an  article. 

Mr.  Ostertag  and  to  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter. 

Mr.  Gross  and  to  include  an  article 
by  Mr.  Ed  Wimmer,  vice  president  of  the 
National  Federation  of  Independent 
Business. 

Mr.  Hebert  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Anderson  of  California)  to  extend  his 
remarks  immediately  following  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken'on  H.  R.  7405. 

Mr.  AnderSpn  of  California  to  extend 
his  remarks  immediately  following  those 
of  Mr.  Hebert.  \ 

Mr.  Sheehan  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  material. 

Mr..  Wood  of  Idaho  and  to  include  an 
article  on  an  evaluation  of  our  foreign 
policy,  notwithstanding^  the  fact  that  it 
will  exceed  2  pages  of  the  Record  and  is 
estimated  by  the  Public  Printer  to  cost 
$357. 

Mr.  Hillings  in  two  instartces  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  and  to  include 
a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  Fisher  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  price-support  levels  bill#  House  concurred  in  Senate 
amendments  to  sea-water  research  biM#  Ready  for  President.  Conferees  agreed  to 
file  reports  on  agricultural  and  inde^endent-dffioes  appropriation  bills*  House 
passed  bill  reducing  minimum  allotments  on  hurley  tobacco.  House  passed  bill  to 
combine  two  insect-research  stations#  House  committee  reported  weather-control 
study  bill* 
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1.  PRICE  SUPPORTS*.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  8122,  which  would  continue  dual 
parity  for  two  additional  yqars  (through  1955)  and  would  continue  90/j-of-parity 
price  supports  on  basic  commodities  for  a  similar  period;  T?y  a  207-121  vote  (pp. 
3690-705).  Rejected,  21~67»  a  Javits  amendment  to  eliminate  the  dual-parity 
provision  (pp.  8698-9).-  Rejected,  43-62,  a  Hays  of  Ohio  amendment  to  eliminate 
peanuts  from  the  90^- loan  provision  (pp.  8699-704).  Rejected,  79-165,  a  Javits 
notion  to  recommit  the  bill  (pp,  870^5). 


2.  APPRO  P  El  ATI  ON  S ,  The  conferees  on  H.  R,  7314,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
'agreed  to  file^  report  thereon  (p.  D67O), 

The  conferees  on  H.  R.  7072,  the  independent  of f ices  Vppropriation  bill, 
agreed  to  file  a  second  (revised)  conference  report, (p.  D^T^).  Earlier  in^the 
day  Rep.  Sheppard  was  appointed  as  a  substitute  conferee  for >Rep.  Gore  (p.8669). 

.House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  7216,  the.D.  C.  appropriation  bill; 
H.  R.  7313,  the  legislative  appro priat ion  bill;  and  H.  R.  7268, \the  Army  civil 
his  appropriation  bill  (pp.  8667,  8670,  8688).  sSenate  conr^rees  have  beer 
on  these  bills. 
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3.  RESEARCH.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H..R.  6578, :  to  authorize  the 
miterior  Department,  in  cooperation  with  other  public  and  private  agei\ies,  to 


conduct  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  use  of  sea  water  for  irrigat* 
(pp.  8667-9).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


>h,  etc. 


We  Inters'tat'e-.iand  foreign  Co ijnfercej  Commit tee  reported,  wi  thout  amendment  ,' 
S,  2225,-  to  orovide  for  a'  study  an'd^  .ev'a'^L'U^tion  pf  Weather  control  (H.  Rept. 

’ 2360) (p.  87131..  V(T  i  * 

•The  Interstate.- and' Foreign  Qomiijerbe'  Canfc|L.t,tee  reported  with  amendment  H.  J. 
.Res.  218,  to  provide  for  intensified  research- into  the' causes,  hazards,  and 
effects  of  air:  pollution;''  -into-  Methods  for  its’ prevention  and  control  and  for 
recovery  of  critical  materials  from  atmospheric  contaminants  (H.  Rept.  2359) 

(P;  8713). ,  \  ,  . /  • . 

Passed  as  reported  H,  R,  7952,  to  authorize  the  combination  of  the  Truck 
Crop' Insect  Laboratory  and  the  Citrus  Insect  Laboratory  of  E&PQ  at  Alhambra  and 
Whittier,  Calif,  tv.  8674) . 


4. 
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6. 


TOBACCO  ALLOTIMITS.  Passed*  as'  report e'd  Ef.  R.  8170,  to’  permit*  bu'rley  tobacco 
farm  acreage  allotments  to'  he  reduced  to  a  minimum  of*  7/10  "acre*,  provided  that 
no  allotment  o.f  1  acre  or  less  may  be  reduced  more  than  i/10  acre  per  year  (pp. 

*  '  * .  ’  ’  • 


\  •  *  *  » 


LAND  TRATSFER*  Passed  wi'thout  ’amendment  S,  ’2603,  to  author!  z'e  return  to  Oregon, 
for  f i sh-hat  chery  use,  a‘2-acre  tract'  whicK  had  previously  been  donated  by  that 
State  for  USDA  use  ,(p.  86'74’)‘.'  This  Viil  will  now  ./be  sent  to  theFresident. 


*  V 


CHEMICALS  IE  FOODS.  Received  a  report  from  the  ADe  lan ey  'Committee  (H,  Rept.  2356), 

"Daily  Digest"  states:  "In  the  report  tribute'  is  paid  to  the  fool 


(p...  ,8713).  The  . 

industry,  stating  that  the  industry  is  entitled  to  consider  able'  ‘Credit  for  the 
progress  of  research  in  the  field  of  nutrition,  and  that  this  has  resulted  in  an 
improvement  in  the  health  and  nutritional' status  of  millions.  The  committee 
stated,  however,  that  the  evidence  had  .Convinced  it  that  the  public  is  neveurr 
theless  in  need  of  additional  protection  against  small,  irresponsible  elements, 
as  well  as  against  the  possible  inadvertent  mistakes  of  reputable-  food  proces¬ 
sors  and  premature  enthusiasms  of  chemical  manufacturers."  (p.  D669,) 


7.  EMERGENCY  POWERS.  The  conferees  on  H,  J.  Res*  477,  to  continue  various  emergency 

war  powers,  agreed  to  file  a  report  (p.  D67O). 

/ 

8,  VETERANS1  BENEFITS.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R,  7656,  the  Cl  Bill  of 

Rights  for  veterans  of'  theAorean  conflict  (p,  8 667).'  Senate  conferees  have' 
been  appointed,  / 


A 


9*  PUERTO  RICO.  Agreed  to-. the  conference  report  on  H.  J.’  Res.  430,  approving  the 
Puerto  Rican  constitution  (p.  8669). 


c 


10.  BUILDINCS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  J.  Res.  393*  authorizing 
Government  buildings  and  grounds  to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  1953 
inauguration  ,(pP.  8669-70).  This  bill'  will  now  be  sent  to  'the  President.  * 


11,  IMPORT.  CCNTJ3DLS.  Rep,  Andresen  gave  his  analys'is  of  the  changes  made  by  the 
conferees  in  the  import— control  provision  of  S.  2594,  the  defense  production 

'  bill  (prf  8672-3). 


12.  FOREKpT  TRADE.  Rtep.  Smith,  Miss.,  said  the  "Buy— American"  policy  is  *a  "costly 
fallacy"  (pp/  8705-8)*.  '  '’  '  •  : 


13.  iRJBLI C-LAND  LAV/S.  Rep.  Bentsen  urged  that  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  .prepare  a  proposed  revision  of  the  public-land  laws  instead  of  having 
a  commission  to  perform  this  task  (PPf  8710-12),  r  '  !  \ 


14.  INVESTIGATIONS/  Agreed,  as  reported,  to  H.  Res.  263,  providing  $150,0'00  addi¬ 
tional  for  investigations  of  the  Expenditures  Committee  (p.  8712). 


82d  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 9 1 6 

H.  R.  8122 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  1  (legislative  day,  June  27),  1952 
Read  twice  and  ordered  to  be  placed  on  the  calendar 


AN  ACT 

To  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

4  ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “  (G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 

6  section,  the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  com- 

7  modity,  as  of  any  date  during  the  six-year  period  beginning 

8  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its  parity  price 

9  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
10  Agricultural  Act  of  1949.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
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be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of 
$9,857,000.” 

With  tije  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  1,  lirite  6,  strike  out  “to”  and  insert 
",  271,  273,  and 

Page  1,  line  8',' strike  out  section  2. 

Page  2,  line  8,  sSrike  out  “3”  and  insert  “2.’* 

Page  3.  line  4,  strike  out  “4”  and  insert  “3.” 

Page  3,  line  8,  stride  out  “$9,857,000”  and 
insert  “$7,700,000.” 

The  committee  atnendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHUDOFP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  wore 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  before  the  House 
authorizes  an  additional  expenditure  of 
$7,700,000  to  complete  a  project  in  Phil¬ 
adelphia  which  will  be  known  as  Inde¬ 
pendence  National  Park.  AroundJPhil- 
adelphia  we  call  it  the  Independence 
Mall  project.  It  will  provide  for  a  beau¬ 
tiful  park  to  be  built  in  front  of  t>m 
historical  buildings  which  consist  of  In^ 
dependence  Hall,  Carpenter’s  Hall,  and' 
many  other  famous  sites  where  the 
Declaration  of  Independence  was  drawn 
by  the  founding  fathers  of  this  Nation, 
and  where  the  Continental  Congress  met. 

This  is  a  joint  project  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania.  The  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  has  already  started  its  part  of  the 
demolition,  and  two  square  blocks  of  the 
city  facing  Independence  Hall  have  al¬ 
ready  been  torn  down.  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  any  objection  on  the  part  of 
anyone  to  this  great  project.  It  js  long 
past  due. 

I  might  say  that  as  the  city  grew  a 
great  many  buildings  were  constructed 
around  Independence  Hall.  The  fire 
underwriters  call  it  the  fire  belt  of  Phila¬ 
delphia,  and  we  really  fear  that  if  a  fire 
should  break  out  around  these  historical 
buildings  and  a  substantial  wind  were 
blowing  from  the  river  it  might  take 
Independence  Hall  and  the  other  build¬ 
ings  with  it. 

I  want  to  pay  particular  tribute  to  my 
colleagues  from  Philadelphia  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  considering 
this  bill  and  who  worked  so  arduously^ 
to  have  it  reported  out. 

I  also  want  to  say  to  the  Membersv6f 
this  House  that  this  is  an  Americarybill 
for  all  Americans.  I  hope  that  if  any 
Member  of  this  body  should  have  the 
opportunity  to  visit  Philadelphia'  during 
the  coming  adjournment  or  ntfeess  that 
he  or  she  will  take  the  opportunity  to 
visit  the  site  of  this  park. 

It  is  a  project  to  be  protfd  of  and  I  am 
sure  that  this  beautiful  inall  will  be  vis¬ 
ited  by  millions  of  children  as  well  as 
adults  upon  completion.  This  expendi¬ 
ture  as  set  forth  inr the  bill  will  enable 
us  to  really  isolate  the  buildings,  build 
a  beautiful  parlMaround  them,  and  give 
us  a  real  plactf^ for  visitors  to  come  to 
Philadelphia  and  see  this  historical  site. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHUDOFF.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

MiVEBERHARTER.  Would  this  park 
be  ^djacent  to  the  building  or  close  to 
the  building  where  Congress  met  orig- 
lally? 


Mr.  CHUDOFF.  All  these  buildings 
are  practically  contiguous  to  each  other; 
they  are  either  in  the  same  block  or 
within  a  block  of  each  other.  The 
building  where  Thomas  Jefferson  helped 
draw  the  Declaration  of  Independence 
will  be  included. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  It  will  serve  as 
a  memorial  to  the  Cradle  of  Liberty  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  CHUDOFF.  Definitely;  that  is 
what  we  are  trying  to  do,  and  we  are 
also  trying  to  see  to  it  that  the  buildings 
are  not  destroyed  by  any  conflagration. 

Mr.  MURDOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHUDOFF.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  MURDOCK.  I  want  to  express 
my  appreciation  of  the  fact  that  not  only 
are  we  preserving  one  of  the  cradles 
of  liberty  from  fire  and  the  ravages  of 
time,  but  we  are  also  impressing  upon 
America  some  of  the  lessons  of  history 
that  are  so  badly  needed  at  this  time. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman  and  ft> 
M  of  his  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  who  have  taken  part  in  sponsoring 
thisklegislation  that  we  recognize  and 
appreciate  the  great  portion  of  the  cost 
that  Pennsylvania  itself  is  beaming. 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Sjreaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHUDOFF.  I  shall^he  glad  to. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  very  strong 
for  this  bill,  knd  I  wquld  not  want  to 
inject  any  note  that  wtrnld  mar  the  very 
pleasant  observations  made  about  Lib¬ 
erty  Hall,  but  I  notice  the  phrase  “Cradle 
of  Liberty”  was  /used.  While  we  Bos¬ 
tonians  have  np  objections  in  the  least 
to  the  use  of  the  woraV’cradle”  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  any  building  vhat  had  any¬ 
thing  to  do/with  the  Revolutionary  War, 
we  must  keep  the  record  clear  that  the 
real  anpr  the  first  Cradle  ofsjjiberty  is 
Faneinf  Hall  in  Boston. 

Met  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
wil^xhe  gentleman  yield? 
fr.  CHUDOFF.  I  yield. 

'Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  just  wanfM;o 
remind  the  gentleman  from  Massachr 
setts,  my  good  friend  the  majority 
leader,  that  the  official  name  of  the 
building  there  is  Independence  Hall;  so 
we  call  it  the  Cradle  of  Liberty.  Of 
course,  I  give  due  credit  to  Boston,  but 
when  you  come  to  the  cooperative  move¬ 
ment  to  make  a  great  country  in  this 
hemisphere,  it  really  occurred  in  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  in  my  home  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  We  will  not  get 
into  a  discussion  of  historical  contribu¬ 
tions  except  I  want  to  keep  the  record 
clear  that  the  hall  that  is  known  as  the 
Cradle  of  Liberty  is  located  in  Boston. 
I  am  not  at  all  minimizing  the  great  im¬ 
portance  of  these  buildings  in  Phila¬ 
delphia,  and  I  am  giving  full  faith  and 
credit  to  all  the  kind  things  that  have 
been  said  and  deservedly  said  about  In¬ 
dependence  Hall,  but  the  Cradle  of  Lib¬ 
erty  is  located  in  Boston. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GRAHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  colloquy  in  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  extolled  the 
virtues  of  Faneuil  Hall,  may  I  say  just  a 
word  in  the  defense  of  Pennsylvania’s 
Independence  Hall. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  First  of  all,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  made  no 
statement  that  calls  for  any  defense. 
Explanation  toward  compatibility  or  re- 
concilabilitybr  anything  like  that  would 
be  in  order.  But  I  assure  the  gentle¬ 
man  nothing  I  said  calls  for  any  defense 
becaus^if  there  was  I  would  be  defend¬ 
ing  the  great  contributions  made  by 
Philadelphia. 

par.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

-  Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  When  that  un¬ 
fortunate  remark  was  made,  I  was  going 
to  answer  it,  but  the  majority  leader  is 
much  smarter  than  I  am,  so  he  got  in 
there  first.  I  would  hate  to  have  any¬ 
thing  in  the  Record  that  Philadelphia  is 
the  cradle  of  liberty,  because  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  children  have  been 
brought  up  in  this  country  to  believe  that 
Faneuil  Hall  is  the  cradle  of  liberty  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  That  may  all  be  fitting 
for  the  northeastern  section  of  our  coun¬ 
try  and  Massachusetts.  '  But,  now,  a 
word  for  Pennsylvania  and  its  histori¬ 
cal  Independence  Hall. 

First  of  all,  when  the  hall  was  built, 
Benjamin  Franklin  has  a  very  great  in¬ 
terest  in  it,  William  Allen,  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Colony,  provided  the  money  for 
buying  the  land  on  which  the  building 
stands  and  Edmund  Wooley  staked  out 
the  ground  and  furnished  the  woodwork, 
and  finally  hung  the  Liberty  Bell  that 
proclaimed  liberty  throughout  the  land 
and  to  the  inhabitants  thereof.  The 
building  still  stands;  a  national  shrine, 
revered  by  all. 

In  this  building  met  the  Continental 
Congress  after  first  having  met  in 
arpenter’s  Hall  nearby.  Here  George 
ashington  was  commissioned  as  Com¬ 
mander  in  Chief  of  the  Army,  here  on 
the\4th  day  of  June,  1777,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  Ras  adopted  creating  the  flag  for 
the  United  States  of  America,  here  later 
the  Second  Continental  Congress  met, 
here  Richkrd  Henry  Lee  offered  the  res¬ 
olution  thak  the  Colonies  should  be  free 
and  independent  States,  and  here  on  the 
2d  day  of  JulyM.776,  was  laid  before  the 
Congress  the  draft  of  the  Declaration  of 
Independence  prepared  by  Thomas  Jef¬ 
ferson  in  the  house  •which  has  since  been 
removed  but  the  sire  of  which  will  be 
marked  by  a  plaque.  \rhe  area  leading 
down  to  the  river  i\to  be  cleared 
creating  a  beautiful  ] 

Here  again  after  the  win*  was  about 
to  close  and  the  Revolutionary  Army  was 
retiring  to  their  homes,  me\  marched 
upon  the  Congress  and  forced  itxto  move 
elsewhere.  Here  again  in  the  ye^r  1787 
met  the  great  Constitutional  Conve 
which  was  to  give  to  the  world  the  l 
est  document  that  ever  fell  from  the 
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minds  of  man  and  which  created  our 
present  form  of  government.  Here 
again,  when  the  Congress  had  recon¬ 
vened  and  reassembled  after  moving  j 
from  New  York  back  to  Philadelphia,/' 
the  10  amendments  to  the  Constitution/ 
were  recieved.  Here  the  Articles  of. 
Confederation  were  first  proposed.  i 

So,  all  in  all,  this  great  site  is  not  only 
the  cradle  of  liberty,  it  is  more  than 
that,  it;  is  actually  the  symbol  of  every¬ 
thing  that  is  good,  true,  and  noble  in 
these  United  States  of  America.  That 
is  our  historical  Pennsylvania  and  we 
ask  your  acceptance  of  this  plan. 

Mr.  HARDIE  SCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GRAPIAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  HARDIE  SCOTT.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  this  project  has  been  in  progress 
for  several  years  now? 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  It  is.  And  you  are 
the  author  of  the  measure  on  which  we 
are  about  to  vote.  You  deserve  great 
credit  *  *  / 

Mr.  HARDIE  SCOTT.  And  that  it 
had  been  authorized  by  a  previous  Con¬ 
gress? 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARDIE  SCOTT.  It  has  now  been 
determined  that  a  little  more  money  is 
needed  to  complete  the  project? 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Yes.  And  may  I  say 
that  our  beloved  Speaker  is  entitled  to  a 
great  deal  of  credit  for  what  has  been 
accomplished.  He  recognized  the  need 
for  perpetuating  this  great  shrine  of  lib¬ 
erty  and  gave  us  his  help  and  assistance. 
We  owe  to  him  a  lasting  debt  of  grati¬ 
tude. 

Mr.  HARDIE  SCOTT.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
also  that  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  has  appropriated  a  considerable 
sum  of  money  of  its  own? 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARDIE  SCOTT.  And  left  to  the 
Federal  Government  the  opportunity  of 
taking  and  converting  into  a  park  that 
part  which  is  so  closely  associated  with 
the  early  formation  of  our  Government? 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Yes.  It  will  restore  a 
colonial  site  and  give  every  boy  and  girl 
in  America  a  glimpse  of  colonial  Amer¬ 
ica,  such  as  now  is  exemplified  and  typi¬ 
fied  by  the  rejuvenation  and  restoration 
of  Williamsburg.  We  will  have  the  same 
thing  in  Philadelphia  where  everyone 
can  see  how  those  ancient  patriots  moved 
in  the  atmosphere  and  acted  under  con¬ 
ditions  in  which  they  lived  at  that  time. 

Future  generations  of  Americans  will 
be  grateful  for  what  we  do  here  today A 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconv 
/  sider  was  laid  on  the  table.  \ ! 

/ - - - 

CONTINUING  SUPPORT  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  705  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 


into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
/the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the  exist¬ 
ing  method  of  computing  parity  prices  for 
basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other 
purposes.  That  after  general  debate  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not 
to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  Intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  20 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Latham],  and  pending  that  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution,  as  the 
reading  reflects,  is  an  open  rule  for  the 
consideration  of  a  bill  which  would,  in 
effect,  continue  the  present  parity  for¬ 
mula  support  prices  on  certain  basic 
agricultural  and  other  commodities  for  a 
period  of  2  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  objection 
to  this  rule. 

Mr.  LATHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
no  objection  on  this  side  to  the  granting 
of  the  rule,  and  so  far  as  I  know,  no 
requests  for  time. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Preston]. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  time  to  very  briefly  point  out  to  the 
Members  from  the  agricultural  sections, 
and  particularly  in  the  peanut  field,  the 
impending  meeting  which  is  to  be  held 
tomorrow  by  the  PMA  people,  at  which 
time  permanent  regulations  will  be  pro¬ 
mulgated  for  the  administration  of  the 
peanut  program  during  this  year.  Ten¬ 
tative  regulations  have  been  issued,  and 
in  those  regulations  are  found  some  glar¬ 
ing  inequities  which  should  be  corrected. 

The  Members  who  represent  peanut 
areas  are  familiar  with  the  problems 
with  which  we  are  faced  and  the  inequi¬ 
ties  about  which  I  speak.  I  am  sure  that 
it  is  the  sentiment  of  all  Members  of  the 
House  from  these  areas  that  these  in¬ 
equities  should  be  corrected  tomorrow  at 
the  meeting.  Notably  among  the  inequi¬ 
ties  is  the  question  of  moisture  content 
where,  in  the  State  of  Georgia,  for  in¬ 
stance,  the  maximum  moisture  content 
is  9  percent,  while  in  the  State  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  it  is  10  percent.  There  is  no  real 
reason  why  this  discrimination  should 
be  made  as  between  these  two  geo¬ 
graphic  areas. 

Secondly,  a  change  has  been  made  in 
the  matter  of  penalty  for  damaged  ker¬ 
nels.  Heretofore  a  2  percent  damage  re¬ 
quired  a  $3.40  penalty,  4  percent  would 
be  $6.80,  and  5  percent  $10.20,  but  this 
year,  under  the  proposed  regulation,  5 
percent  damaged  kernels  would  require 
$20  a  ton  penalty,  and  7  percent  as  high 
as  $55  a  ton  penalty.  That  is'  out  of 
line  and  out  of  reason;  there  is  no  jus¬ 
tification  for  this  sort  of  regulation,  and 
we  feel  that  the  PMA  people  tomorrow 
should  bring  those  penalties  back  in  line 


with  current  regulations  applicable  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  crop  year. 

Thirdly,  we  feel  that  the  penalty  for 
damaged  kernels  with  reference  to  the 
support  price  should  be  raised  back  to 
7  percent.  Under  the  proposed  regula¬ 
tions  they  have  reduced  their  figure  to 
3  percent  in  order  to  qualify  for  a  sup¬ 
port  price  for  peanuts.  If  you  have  more 
than  3  percent  damaged  kernels  you  do 
not  qualify  for  the  support  price.  We 
think  that  figure  should  be  raised  back 
to  7  percent. 

These  things  are  vital  to  the  peanut 
growers.  The  growing  of  peanuts  is  no 
longer  the  profitable  business  it  once 
was.  Last  year  the  peanut  farmers  suf¬ 
fered  terribly  by  virtue  of  the  regula¬ 
tions  the  PMA  people  had  laid  down  for 
them.  Many  of  our  growers  flatly  said 
they  would  not  produce  peanuts  for  the 
market  any  longer,  that  what  peanuts 
they  planted  would  be  fed  to  hogs,  that 
they  would  not  market  them  because  of 
the  unjust  and  unreasonable  regulations. 
If  they  want  to  have  adequate  oil  pro¬ 
duction  and  peanuts  produced  for  edible 
purposes  they  should  make  fair  regula¬ 
tions  in  order  to  get  the  required  amount 
of  production  for  this  very  vital  and  val¬ 
uable  commodity. 

Mr.  WPIEELER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  WHEELER.  I  concur  heartily  in 
what  the  gentleman  has  said,  and  ex¬ 
press  the  sincere  hope  that  the  PMA 
people  on  tomorrow  will  do  what  the 
gentleman  has  suggested  they  do. 

(Mr.  WHEELER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  I  want  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  on  his  comprehen¬ 
sive  and  most  laudable  statement.  As 
far  as  the  9-percent  moisture  rule  relat¬ 
ing  to  other  States  than  Virginia  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  have  tried  my  dead  level  best 
to  discover  some  reason  for  that  rule, 
and  I  have  been  unable  to  find  it.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentlemen  from  Virginia  would 
join  in  the  idea  of  our  people  that  there 
is  no  reason  on  earth  why  there  should 
be  that  discrimination. 

The  gentleman’s  argument  about  re¬ 
storing  the  damaged  peanut  rule  to  7 
percent  I  believe  is  so  fair  and  equitable 
that  I  sincerely  hope  the  authorities  will 
take  cognizance  of  it  and  act  accord¬ 
ingly. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  I  concur  in  what  the 
gentleman  has  said.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  those  rules  constitute  an  unfair 
discrimination  against  the  peanut  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  southeastern  section.  The 
gentleman  will  recall  that  we  have  been 
working  with  the  PMA  officials  for  the 
last  12  months  in  an  effort  to  get  them 
to  change  these  regulations.  I  certainly 
hope  that  tomorrow  the  PMA  officials 
will  remove  this  discrimination  against 
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the  peanut  growers  of  the  southeastern 
section. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  May  I  also  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  for  allowing  us  this 
time  to  bring  the  matter  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  GRANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  GRANT.  Representing  a  peanut¬ 
growing  area,  I  certainly  concur  in  what 
the  gentleman  has  said  about  regula¬ 
tions  governing  the  1952.  crop.  I  hope 
the  PMA  will  realize  that  it  is  in  their 
hands  as  to  whether  or  not  the  program 
the  Congress  has  enacted  will  be  suc¬ 
cessful.  We  can  legislate  a  good  pro¬ 
gram  here,  but  if  they  want  to  carry 
out  what  the  gentleman  suggests  they 
are  going  to  carry  out,  they  can  destroy 
this  program. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time.  Since  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  will  explain  the  bill  fully  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole,  I  move  the  pre¬ 
vious  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Mills).  The  question  is  on  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.'  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the 
existing  method  of  continuing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  8122,  with 
Mr.  Dempsey  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this 
bill  is  to  continue  the  present  support 
program  for  the  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  through  1955. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  is  identical  with 
the  bill  (S.  2115)  recently  reported  with 
a  favorable  recommendation  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  This  section  of  the  bill  would 
continue  for  two  additional  years — 
through  1955 — the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  which  provides 
for  a  transitional  period  following  the 
adoption  of  the  modernized  parity  for¬ 
mula  in  which  parity  for  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  is  to  be  not  less  than  the  level 
under  the  formula  in  use  prior  to  1949. 

When  the  modernized  parity  formula 
was  adopted  in  the  act  of  1949,  it  was 
assumed  that  agriculture  was  entering  a 
period  of  retrenchment  when  there 
would  be  a  diminishing  demand  for 


American  agricultural  exports,  less  ne¬ 
cessity  for  production  of  cereals,  and  a 
general  shift  to  grass  farming  and  live¬ 
stock  products  to  meet  the  demands  of 
American  consumers.  Accordingly,  the 
■modernized  parity  formula  established 
in  the  act  of  1949  was  intended  to  en¬ 
courage  and  assist  the  adjustment  of 
American  agriculture  in  this  direction. 

Unfortunately,  the  period  of  normal, 
peaceful  world  relationships  and  con¬ 
sumer  demands  contemplated  at  that 
time  did  not  materialize.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  Nation  has  found  itself  in¬ 
volved  in  the  Korean  war  and  a  far- 
flung  defense  effort  which  has  virtually 
put  American  agriculture  again  on  a 
wartime  footing,  with  unprecedented 
demands  for  cereals,  cotton,  and  similar 
agricultural  commodities. 

Under  these  circumstances,  extension 
for  2  years  of  the  alternative  parity  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  1949  act  is  in  direct  con¬ 
formity  with  the  principles  of  the  act 
and  is  much  more  in  keeping  with  the 
policies  established  therein  than  would 
be  adherence  to  the  existing  letter  of 
the  law  and  termination  of  that  provi¬ 
sion  at  the  end  of  1953. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  will  extend  for 
the  same  period  of  time  (through  1955) 
the  present  price-support  program  for 
the  basic  commodities  at  90  percent  of 
parity.  It  is  the  belief  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  the  enactment  of  this  provision 
is  absolutely  essential  to  assure  the  Na¬ 
tion  adequate  production  of  these  im¬ 
portant  agricultural  commodities  during 
this  emergency  period. 

All  of  these  commodities  are  being 
supported  at  90  percent  of  parity  at  the 
present  time.  It  is  probable  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  continue 
to  support  them  at  that  level  for  the  pe¬ 
riod  prescribed  by  this  bill.  It  is  un¬ 
likely,  therefore,  that  this  bill  will  add 
anything  whatever  to  the  responsibility 
of  the  Government  with  respect  to  the 
support  of  these  commodities. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  that 
the  bill  will  add  tremendously  to  the  re¬ 
sponse  which  may  be  expected  from 
farmers  to  the  Government’s  request 
for  high-level  agricultural  production. 
Farmers  have  shown  time  and  again 
since  1940  their  willingness  and  their 
ability  to  meet  unprecedented  goals  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  They  know  full  well,  however, 
that  under  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  they  are  acceding  to 
the  Government’s  request  and  meeting 
these  high  production  goals  at  their  own 
risk. 

Production  goals  dre  established  on 
the  basis  of  the  average  out-turn  which 
is  expected  per  acre  for  the  various 
crops.  Good  weather  can  boost  that 
out-turn  by  as  much  as  20  or  25  per¬ 
cent,  resulting  in  a  crop  even  larger  than 
that  requested  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  A  decrease  in  anticipated 
demand,  either  for  exports,  for  stock¬ 
piling,  or  for  domestic  consumption  can 
also  occur.  In  either  event,  farmers 
who  had  patriotically  undertaken  to 
meet  the  Nation’s  production  goals 
would  find  that  they  had  created  a  sit¬ 
uation  in  which  their  overabundant  pro¬ 


duction  had  destroyed  their  price  at  the 
market  place  and  that  price  support 
would  be  reduced  correspondingly  at  the 
very  time  when  it  was  most  needed. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  the  required  level  of 
price  support  for  these  basic  commodi¬ 
ties  is  determined  by  the  carry-over 
which  exists  at  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year.  If  this  carry-over  is  larger 
than  normal,  the  support  level  may  be 
reduced  in  proportion  to  the  size  of  the 
carry-over. 

Obviously,  the  Government  is  going 
to  have  a  much  more  certain  assurance 
of  the  tremendous  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  it  requests  during  these  important 
years  if  farmers  have  the  assurance  that 
by  acceding  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  high  production  goals  they  are 
not  going  to  produce  themselves  out  of 
a  fair  market  price  and  at  the  same  time 
produce  themselves  out  of  a  fair  support 
price. 

Even  more  important,  Mr.  Chairman, 
than  that  is  the  fact  that  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  membership  of  the  House  be- 
lives  in  what  we  call  the  sliding  scale 
of  price  support  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  This  came  about  in  1949,  and 
we  were  forced  to  accept  it  at  that  time, 
but  the  effective  date  was  postponed. 
The  effect  of  the  pending  legislation  is 
to  postpone  it  for  two  additional  years. 
The  effect  of  the  sliding  scale  actually 
means  that  when  the  support  is  needed 
most,  it  is  actually  weakened.  The  sup¬ 
port  level  goes  down  as  supplies  increase. 
That  is  exactly  opposite  to  what  we  have 
been  trying  to  do  in  providing  this  sup¬ 
port  for  agricultural  prices. 

I  would  like  also  to  say  that  originally 
it  never  was  intended  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  and  I  do  not  think 
it  was  ever  intended  by  the  Congress, 
that  we  should  support  at  high  levels  the 
prices  of  perishable  and  nonstorable 
agricultural  commodities,  which  are  the 
commodities  among  which  we  have  sus¬ 
tained  the  greatest  losses.  On  the  sup¬ 
port  program  for  the  basic  agricultural 
commodities,  cotton,  corn,  wheat,  rice, 
peanuts,  and  tobacco,  in  the  18-year  pe¬ 
riod  that  the  program  has  operated,  we 
have  actually  made  a  net  profit  to  the 
Federal  Government  of  $35,000,000. 

Many  people  are  led  to  believe  that 
this  program  has  been  burdensome  to 
the  taxpayer  and  burdensome  to  the 
consumer.  That  is  not  the  fact.  On 
the  cotton  program  alone,  we  have  made 
a  profit  of  $237,000,000.  On  the  tobacco 
program  we  have  made  a  substantial 
profit  of  several  millions  of  dollars. 

Even  after  taking  into  consideration 
the  losses  sustained  on  peanuts  and  some 
of  the  other  basic  commodities,  we  still 
have  a  profit  in  excess  of  $35,000,000. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
In  computing  that  profit  on  cotton  and 
tobacco  there  is  taken  into  consideration 
very  large  amounts  of  those  items  which 
have  been  purchased  by  the  Government 
and  shipped  overseas  under  the  foreign- 
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aid  program  at  a  figure  which  would 
yield  such  a  profit? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  The  profit  actu¬ 
ally  resulted  from  the  increase  in  the 
price  of  cotton,  which  occurred  between 
the  time  the  Government  became  the 
owner  and  the  time  the  Government  ac¬ 
tually  disposed  of  it.  I  doubt  if  we, will 
accumulate  any  profit  on  the  cotton  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  future,  because  we  have 
made  certain  changes,  but  the  $230,000,- 
000  I  mentioned  actually  went  into  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  it  was 
a  profit  made  on  the  cotton  which  had 
been  taken  over  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  KEATING.  But  was  not  a  large 
part  of  that  through  a  transfer  of  funds 
from  foreign  aid  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  no.  I  do  not 
think  the  foreign-aid  program  had  any¬ 
thing  at  all  to  do  with  it.  It  may  be 
that  cotton  has  been  exported  to  some 
of  these  recipient  countries  under  the 
foreign-aid  program,  but  so  have  other 
commodities  and  industrial  goods.  I  do 
not  think  you  can  say  the  foreign-aid 
program  had  anything  to  do  with  this 
profit. 

Mr.  KEATING.  How  about  tobacco? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes.  You  have  shipped 
great  quantities  of  industrial  articles 
also  to  all  countries  in  the  program. 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  true,  but 
what  I  am  asking  the  gentleman  is 
whether  in  realizing  the  profit,  the  fig¬ 
ures  of  which  he  has  given  to  the  House, 
it  is  not  a  fact  that  that  profit,  in  large 
part,  arises  from  the  fact  that  tobacco 
has  been  turned  over  to  the  foreign-aid 
program  at  a  high  figure? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  no.  It  has  not 
been  turned  over  at  any  high  figure. 
They  have  acquired  it  in  this  market  and 
they  have  sent  it  abroad  at  prevailing 
prices;  certainly  not  at  any  give-away 
prices,  that  I  am  aware  of. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Mutual  Security  Act,  and  the  Marshall 
plan  act  before  it,  provides  that  these 
products  should  not  be  turned  over  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  ex¬ 
cept  at  the  prices  which  it  paid  for  them, 
or  better,  and  therefore  that  is  a  writ¬ 
ten-in  recoupment  of  any  loss  which  it 
might  have  suffered,  because  it  gets  it 
out  of  these  other  appropriated  funds? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  has  not  been  in  the 
law  until  now.  We  do  have  section  32 
funds  which  have  been  used  to  acceler¬ 
ate  exports  of  certain  commodities,  but 
certainly  no  particular  commodity  has 
imposed  upon  that  fund.  The  section 
32  money  has  been  used  for  various  and 
sundry  purposes,  as  has  been  designated 
and  fixed  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WIER.  It  may  sound  strange 
coming  from  a  Member  of  the  House 
l  epresenting  a  large  urban  consumer 
center  to  make  the  comment  that  I 
might  want  to  make;  that  is,  if  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  or  the  Com¬ 


mittee  on  Agriculture  would  have  any 
objection  to  my  offering  an  amendment 
striking  out  “90”  on  line  3,  page  2,  and 
inserting  “100.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  position.  Frankly,  I  would 
probably  be  inclined  to  agree  with  the 
view  he  has  expressed,  but  I  know  the 
committee  does  not  feel  that  should  be 
done  at  this  time,  and  I  doubt  very  much 
if  the  Congress  would  approve  of  that 
action. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  make  that  comment 
knowing  what  has  happened  to  the 
farm  income  because  of  inflation  and 
because  of  the  ever-increasing  cost  of 
the  things  he  buys.  Even  if  parity  had 
remained  at  SO  percent  instead  of  the 
sliding  scale,  the  farmer  would  be  much 
worse  off  under  the  90  percent  than  he 
was  three  or  four  years  ago  because  of 
his  added  cost  of  production.  So  I  want 
to  make  the  same  allowance  to  him  in  his 
parity  price  as  we  recognize  is  due  to 
labor,  10  percent. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  What  about  the 
Farm  Bureau  and  the  Grange  and  the 
statement  that  some  farm  organizations 
were  opposed  to  that?  I  was  wondering 
if  the  gentleman  could  tell  me  if  that  is 
true. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct;  notwithstanding  the  op¬ 
position,  this  great  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  composed  of  30  men,  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  being  thoroughly  fa¬ 
miliar  with  all  aspects  of  this  bill,  re¬ 
ported  it  by  unanimous  vote. 

The  farm  leader  that  advocated  the 
sliding  scale  and  advocated  weakening 
of  the  support  program  was  just  about 
advocating  the  wreckage  of  the  entire 
program,  because  without  this  support 
I  do  not  think  we  could  have  a  sucess- 
ful  program.  In  other  words,  I  regard 
this  as  similar  to  the  minimum  wage  and 
maximum  hours  for  labor;  it  is  a  floor 
below  which  prices  should  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  go. 

Notwithstanding  the  opposition  of 
these  men  we  still  bring  this  bill  to  you 
for  favorable  action.  Whenever  a  farm 
leader  takes  the  position  that  has  been 
taken  by  some  with  reference  to  this 
bill  it  is  the  same  thing  as  a  labor  lead¬ 
er’s  coming  here  and  saying  they  do  not 
want  minimum  wages,  maximum  hours, 
the  right  to  strike,  or  collective  bargain¬ 
ing.  I  favor  those  things.  But  I  do 
not  think  a  labor  leader  would  get  very 
far  even  before  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  of  this  House  on  re¬ 
pealing  those  gains. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  12 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits]. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
this  bill  was  first  brought  up  on  the 
Consent  Calendar  I  objected  to  it  be¬ 
cause  I  thought  it  ought  not  to  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  that  way,  and  I  would  like  to 
pay  a  special  tribute  to  the  chairman  of 


the  committee  and  the  ranking  minority 
Member  in  not  pressing  the  consent 
proposition,  but  being  quite  prepared  to 
come  here  under  a  rule  to  have  the  bill 
discussed  and  open  to  amendment.  I 
might  say  that  that  is  also  true  of  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders,  and  I 
think  it  is  a  great  tribute  to  the  way  we 
do  business  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  approach  this  whole 
question  with  the  greatest  deference.  I 
do  not  pretend  to  be  an  expert  in  this 
field.  I  say  only  that  I  think  for  too 
long  we  have  gone  along  with  the  farm 
program  without  any  scrutiny  from  the 
adversary  point  of  view.  The  men  on 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  are  good 
men;  they  are  all  friends  of  ours.  They 
are  essentially  from  agricultural  dis¬ 
tricts,  but  they  do  not  actually  come  up 
against  the  problems  we  have  in  the 
cities  where  people  have  to  earn  a  liv¬ 
ing  in  which  food  represents  a  very 
large  proportion  of  the  city  person’s 
budget. 

First  let  us  get  an  idea  as  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  who  is  involved. 

In  the  first  place  we  are  prone  to  think 
that  we  can  make  rapid  adjustments, 
that  if  prices  go  up  wages  will  rise,  that 
the  working  people  will  try  to  get  more  in 
wages  and  that  the  whole  economy  will 
equalize  itself  out.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
that  is  not  so,  because  a  very  large  num¬ 
ber  of  Americans  are  almost  pure  con¬ 
sumers,  and  I  have  figures  that  illustrate 
that. 

There  are  4,500,000  social  security  an¬ 
nuitants  in  the  United  States;  there  are 
6,000,000  Government  workers  whose 
salaries  adjust  but  very  slowly  to  rapidly 
rising-  costs  of  living.  I  tried  very  hard 
to  get  an  estimate  as  to  the  number  who 
were  living  on  incomes  such  as  widows, 
orphans,  and  older  people  who  have  their 
own  savings  or  annuities  from  life  insur¬ 
ance  companies,  but  it  is  almost  impos¬ 
sible  to  obtain  such  information.  It  is  a 
large  figure  in  millions  to  say  the  least. 
Added  to  that  would  be  2,500,000  who  re-_ 
ceive  benefits  from  veterans’  pension  and 
insurance  legislation.  Twenty-five  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  61,000,000  actively  employed  in 
the  United  States  who  are  so-called 
white  collar  workers,  and  we  know  that 
their  salaries  lag  behind  the  more  rapid¬ 
ly  adjustable  wages  of  the  industrial 
workers  most  of  whom  are  represented 
by  unions. 

I  think  there  is  one  very  good  reason 
for  not  passing  this  bill.  That  is,  it  is 
unnecessary,  right  now  to  pass  this  bill. 
This  statement  I  make  advisedly  for  this 
reason : 

The  bill  has  two  parts.  First,  it  pro¬ 
poses  to  perpetuate  the  alternative  of 
using  the  new  modernized  parity  formu¬ 
la  or  the  old  1910-1914  parity,  whichever 
is  higher — and  I  will  explain  in  a  few 
minutes  why  that  is  a  serious  matter— 
for  2  years  beyond  December  31,  1953. 
You  do  not  have  to  do  that  now.  There 
will  be  a  new  Congress  here  next  year 
and  there  will  be  a  full  year  in  which 
to  do  it. 

Second,  fixing  parity  at  90  percent  of 
the  six  basic  commodities  is  also  un¬ 
necessary  now.  We  made  that  clear  just 
last  Saturday  night  when  we  passed  the 
Defense  Production  Act  which  says  that 
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if  there  shall  be  only  90  percent  of  parity 
and  not  less  for  the  basic  commodities 
for  the  full  length  of  time  the  Defense 
Production  Act  is  in  effect,  which  is  10 
months.  So  both  things  have  been 
taken  care  of  until  such  time  as  the 
new  Congress  returns,  and  there  is  no 
real  urgency  for  this  bill. 

As  to  the  merits  of  the  proposition,  my 
colleague  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy]  has  pointed  out  that  the  farmers 
themselves  in  two  great  farm  organiza¬ 
tions,  do  not  regard  this  as  an  unmixed 
blessing  because  two  of  tjie  greatest  of 
them,  the  American  Farm  Bureau  and 
the  National  Grange,  are  against  this 
very  bill.  I  think  that  is  of  the  greatest 
importance. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAyiXS^^X-jueJd  to  the  gentle- 
-naan  f  rom  "Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  think  it  would  be 
important  to  insert  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  as  long  as  the  gentleman  has 
referred  to  the  Farm  Bureau,  the  fact 
that  the  president  of  -that  organization 
who  appeared  before  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  in  opposition  to  this  bill  has 
i-.ade  some  very  pertinent  remarks  about 
the  Congress.  In  a  recent  speech  made 
before  the  twentieth  annual  convention 
of  the  Edison  Electric  Institute  at  Cleve¬ 
land,  Ohio,  Mr.  Allan  B.  Kline,  president, 
stated: 

What  kind  of  representatives  are  they? 
Are  they  people  with  understanding?  Some 
of  these  issues  are  just  terribly  simple,  if 
they  have  a  little  bit  of  something  to  under¬ 
stand  with.  We  have  a  lot  of  people  in  the 
Senate — oh,  let’s  take  the  whole  Congress. 
I  want  to  spread  this  around  a  little  bit.  I 
do  not  want  to  quarrel  with  everybody.  We 
have  a  ’lot  of  them  down  there  that  I  have 
met  personally  and  been  cross-examined  by 
very  critically,  where  it  was  a.  very  objective 
viewpoint.  I  am  sure  I  can  say  honestly 
that  they  felt  very  happy  after  the  cross- 
examination  because  they  did  not  have  sense 
enough  to  know  how  badly  they  had  gotten 
beaten.  When  you  have  a  lot  of  fellows  like 
that,  you  know  what  happens. 

Those  are  the  .words  of  the  president 
of  the  Farm  Bureau. 

“■"Wff.  JAVITS.  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
in  the  House  are  so  thin  skinned  we  are 
going  to  let  that  convince  us  one  way  or 
the  other.  I  intend  to  produce  the 
reasons  in  connection  with  this  bill.  I 
have  produced  one  so  far,  and  that  is 
the  fact  it  is  unnecessary  now. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Does  the 
gentleman  feel  a  guaranty  of  a  minimum 
wage  at  this  time  is  absolutely  necessary? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  would  like  to  pay  my 
respects  to  that  argument. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Would 
the  gentleman  like  to  see  that  thrown 
out? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  would  like  to  answer 
the  gentleman.  I  think  a  minimum 
wage  in  the  United  States  by  law  is 
absolutely  vital  and  necessary  but  is 
without  relevancy  to  this  issue. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  think 
the  gentleman  should  admit  they  go 
hand  in  hand. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  They  do  not  go  hand 
In  hand. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Parity  is 
simply  a  minimum  wage  for  the  farmer. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  gentleman  asked  a 
question. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  will  re¬ 
iterate  my  question.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  feel  it  would  be  proper  to  throw 
off  all  wage  minimum  guarantees? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  the  minimum-wage  guarantee 
is  not  underwritten  by  the  United  States 
Government.  The  law  says  that  he  shall 
not  be  paid  less  by  a  private  employer, 
but  here  on  farm  parity  you  are  saying 
that  this  is  an  underwriting  and  every 
dollar  of  this  guarantee  of  90  percent 
of  parity  is  going  to  be  paid  by  the  United 
States ;  if  it  is  not  paid  by  the  consumer. 
That  is  a  very  different  thing. 

^  The  Federal  Government  last  year  lost 
$345,000,000  on  this  whole  price-support 
program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  When  the  gentleman 
says  “this  program”  that  is  not  true. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  going  to  elucidate 
on  all  the  facts. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  want  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  leave  the  impression - 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  about,  sir,  to  ex¬ 
plain  it,  if  I  may.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  lost  $345,000,000  on  the  whole 
price-support  program,  including  perish¬ 
ables.  The  Federal  Government  also  has 
invested  in  the  program  right  now  some¬ 
thing  in  the  area  of  two  and  a  quarter 
or  two  and  a  half  billion  dollars  in  com¬ 
modities  which  are  tied  up  in  storage  in 
one  way  or  another.  It  has  been  said 
here  that  the  Government  has  not  lost 
much  money  on  the  price  support  for  the 
six  basic  commodities.  What  has  not 
been  said  is  this,  that  in  the  case  of 
wheat,  the  Government  has  paid,  in 
other  appropriations,  not  out  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  about 
$182,000,000  this  year,  which  is,  in  prac¬ 
tical  effect,  a  subvention  for  exports  un¬ 
der  the  international  wheat  agreement 
and  which  the  farmer  receives  in  an¬ 
other  guise  to  the  tune  of  say  60  cents  a 
bushel  of  wheat  because  of  the  price- 
support  situation. 

I  would  like  to  get  down  to  the  funda¬ 
mental  point  of  why  the  provision  in  this 
bill  proposes  to  prevent  the  single  stand¬ 
ard  of  modernized  parity  from  ob¬ 
taining,  and  why  it  is  desired  to  have 
the  alternative  parities.  The  old  stand¬ 
ard  is  that  the  farmer  could  buy  with 
the  things  that  he  sells  the  same  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  he  bought  in  the  period  from 
1910  to  1914.  This  was  found  to  be 
archaic.  It  was,  admittedly,  completely 
out  of  date,  because  it  took  no  account  of 
the  relationship  between  the  various 
farm  commodities  themselves,  that  is,  in¬ 
creased  efficiency  of  production,  of  which 
the  public  did  not  get  the  benefit,  be¬ 
cause  it  had  not  been  reflected  in  the 
period  of  1910  and  1914.  So,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  adopted  a  new 
standard  in  the  act  of  1949  called  the 
movable  standard  of  parity,  taking  the 
average  for  10  years,  the  immediately 
preceding  10  years. 

Now  we  are  asked  not  to  let  that  new 
modernized  parity  standard  go  into  ef¬ 
fect  until  after  1955,  a  parity  standard 


which  I  think  is  much  more  fair  to  the 
consumer,  which  takes  into  considera¬ 
tion  efficiency  and  new  techniques.  But 
we  are  asked  to  use  whatever  standard  is 
higher,  in  effect,  the  old  or  the  new. 
That  results  in  putting  the  support  price 
for  wheat,  for  example,  up  something 
like  30  cents  a  bushel,  and  it  also  results 
in  making  a  very  material  difference  in 
the  support  price  for  peanuts. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
gentleman  one  additional  minute. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York,  in  answer  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota,  said  that  a  worker 
would  first  have  to  get  a  job,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  before  he  could  avail  himself  of 
the  minimum  wage  law. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  said  more  than  that, 
not  only  would  he  have  to  get  a  job,  but 
the  minimum  wage  law  did  not  guaran¬ 
tee  payment  by  the  Federal  Government, 
which  this  law  does. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  a  farmer  has  to 
produce  a  bushel  of  corn  or  raise  hogs 
.  in  order  to  collect  the  support  price. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  farmer  gets  an  un¬ 
derwriting  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Not  if  he  does  not  pro¬ 
duce. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  He- gets  the  support 
price  if  he  does  produce,  but  the  worker 
does  not  get  any  underwriting  from  the 
Federal  Government  as  to  collecting 
wages  to  yield  him  a  certain  standard  of 
living  or  90  percent  or  any  other  percent 
of  it  even  if  he  works.  I  am  not  opposed 
to  some  floor  under  farm  prices;  I  think 
the  lessons  of  the  depression  taught  that 
we  have  to  have  some  way  of  doing  that. 
I  do  feel  that  the  changes  which  are 
sought  to  be  made  here  are  not  appro¬ 
priate  with  respect  to  the  consumers’  in¬ 
terests,  that  the  sliding  parity  formula 
is  an  approach  to  greater  fairness  to  the 
consumer,  and  that  the  modernized  par¬ 
ity  formula  is  an  approach  to  greater 
fairness  for  the  consumer.  I  therefore 
believe  that  the  law  ought  to  remain  as 
it  is.  That  is  the  basis  for  my  opposition 
to  this  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  under¬ 
stands  that  the  farmers  have  lost  14 
percent  of  net  income  since  1947;  does 
he  not? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  will  take  some  time 
in  the  amendment  stage  to  answer  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Jones]. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  should  like  to  make  some  com¬ 
ments  on  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman 
as  to  the  necessity  for  this  law.  Before 
he  started  his  speech  he  emphasized  the 
fact  that  he  was  not  an  expert  along 
these  lines  and  then  he  proceeded  to 
prove  that  he  was  not.  He  is  not  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  way  the  farmers  oper¬ 
ate,  particularly  the  farmer  who  rents 
his  land.  He  makes  his  plans  this  fall, 
and  this  is  1952.  He  makes  his  financing 
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arrangements  this  fall  and  in  the  early 
spring.  Unless  we  have  some  guaranty 
that  this  90  percent  of  parity  will  be  ob¬ 
served  during  the  year  1953  we  find  that 
he  might  not  be  able  to  make  those  ar¬ 
rangements. 

We  know  that  during  the  past  several 
years,  at  least  in  my  section,  many  of  our 
farmers,  due  to  adverse  weather  condi¬ 
tions  and  other  circumstances,  have  ac¬ 
tually  lost  money.  They  were  in  the  hole 
at  the  beginning  of  this  crop  year.  We 
had  up  until  about  a  month  ago  a  very 
fair  prospect.  I  think  they  could  have 
come  out  of  it  and  made  money  this  year 
and  recouped  some  of  the  losses  of  form¬ 
er  years,  but  if  the  drought  we  are  ex¬ 
periencing  now  continues  you  are  going 
to  see  literally  thousands  of  farmers  over 
the  United  States  who  are  not  only  going 
to  lose  money  this  year  but  are  going  to 
be  unable  to  obtain  financing  to  continue 
farming  next  year.  Without  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  those  farmers  many  of  you  city 
people  are  going  to  find  yourself  in  the 
position  of  being  without  food,  in  a  suffi¬ 
cient  supply. 

I  should  like  to  mention  briefly  the 
fact  that  despite  the  fact  that  the  head 
of  the  National  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Kline,  has  indicated  that  he 
does  net  favor  this  program,  when  we 
would  pin  him  down  in  the  committee,he 
would  have  to  admit  that  he  did.  At  the 
same  time,  I  want  to  say  that  Mr.  Kline, 
as  president  of  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation,  does  not  represent  all 
the  American  farmers.  He  does  not  even 
represent  some  of  ihe  farm  bureau  fed¬ 
erations  of  the  several  States.  There 
have  been  in  Washington  during  the  past 
2  weeks  directors  of  the  State  farm  bu¬ 
reaus  of  the  various  States  who  have 
stated  to  members  of  this  committee 
that  Allan  Kline  did  not  represent  their 
views.  Frankly,  I  do  not  know  whom  he 
does  represent  when  he  tries  to  tell  you 
that  the  farmer  is  not  entitled  to  90 
percent  of  parity.  I  agree  with  what  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  said  here  a 
minute  ago.  I  think  this  should  be  100 
percent  of  parity.  When  the  Govern¬ 
ment  calls  upon  the  farmers  to  produce 
and  has  them  go  to  extraordinary  ex¬ 
pense  in  producing,  they  should  be  en¬ 
titled  to  the  same  guaranties  we  offer  to 
other  segments  of  business.  However,  I 
do  not  think  we  should  put  that  in  this 
bill,  because  it  would  be  defeated. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen]. 

(Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permisison  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  see  here  today  the  eternal 
conflict  between  the  consumer  and  the 
producer.  I  hope  we  can  try  for  once 
today  to  see  the  other  man’s  viewpoint. 
Surely  we  from  agricultural  America 
want  to  help  the  working  men  and  women 
in  the  district  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  to  have  a  floor 
under  their  wages.  I  have  voted  for  that 
a  good  many  times.  I  do  not  believe 
anybody  should  be  asked  to  work  for  low 
wages.  All  we  are  doing  here  as  far  as 
agriculture  is  concerned  is  to  give  the 
very  same  protection  to  the  farmer. 


The  gentleman  from  New  York  made 
the  remark  that  the  workingman  first 
must  have  a  job  before  he  is  entitled  to 
any  sort  of  wages.  Certainly  that  is  the 
case.  At  the  same  time,  the  farmer  must 
also,  in  spite  of  tornadoes,  windstorms, 
droughts,  frosts,  and  what  not,  be  able 
to  produce  a  crop  before  he  is  able  to 
take  advantage  at  all  of  the  90-percent 
parity  price  support  floor  under  the  basic 
crops  he  produces. 

As  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  I  want  to  lay  these  few  facts 
before  the  House.  We  have  had  a  total 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  over  these  14  years 
of  $1,200,000,000  for  the  entire  price-sup¬ 
port  program.  We  do  not  charge  against 
the  price-support  program  the  $2,043,- 
000,000  which  was  used  during  World 
War  II  simply  as  a  consumer  subsidy  to 
hold  down  the  price  of  butter,  milk, 
cheese,  and  meat.  This  subsidy  helped 
the  consumer  but  failed  to  make  good  to 
the  farmer  the  loss  he  sustained  through 
price  ceilings  set  too  low.  The  total 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  America  has 
been  approximately  $1,200,000,000  to 
date.  The  more  you  think  this  over,  the 
more  you  analyze  it,  the  more  you  will 
realize,  I  believe,  that  it  is  one  of  the 
best  investments  that  has  ever  been 
made  by  the  taxpayers  of  America. 
Please  remember  that  for  every  dollar 
of  gross  income  given  to  agriculture,  the 
whole  Nation  benefits  by  a  purchasing 
power  of  $6.  In  1932  the  gross  farm 
income  was  only  $6,000,000,000.  The 
gross  income  for  the  entire  Nation  that 
year  as  a  result  fell  down  to  $45,000,000,- 
000,  and  our  great  Nation  suffered  the 
worst  depression  in  its  history.  In  1947 
the  top  income  year  for  agriculture  saw 
about  $33,000,000,000  go  to  the  farmers 
of  the  Nation,  in  return  for  the  food  we 
produced.  Now  mark  this,  the  gross  in¬ 
come  of  the  entire  Nation  equaled  al¬ 
most  exactly  seven  times  that  amount  or 
slightly  over  $233,000,000,000. 

Depress  farm  income  and  immedi¬ 
ately  the  unemployment  rolls  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  swell.  Give  to  agriculture  a  fair 
share  and  a  fair  price,  parity,  for  its 
products,  and  the  entire  Nation  will 
prosper  along  with  agriculture. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  understand 
why  the  industrial  East  does  not  accept 
this  proven  theory  and  put  its  own  peo¬ 
ple  to  work  by  building  upon  the  only 
new  source  of  wealth,  that  produced  out 
of  the  earth  in  agriculture,  forestry,  and 
mining. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
my  neighbor  on  the  west. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Is  it  not  true  that  this 
bill  also  assists  the  consumer  because  it 
provides  an  incentive  to  the  farmers  to 
produce  more,  and  when  you  produce 
more,  you  have  ample  food  which  allows 
the  law  of  supply  and  demand  to  operate 
so  that  the  consumer  will  receive  his  food 
at  an  even  cheaper  price. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  absolutely  correct.  I  would 
feel  mighty  sorry  for  the  constituents  of 
my  good  friend  of  New  York  City  [Mr. 
Javits!  unless  there  was  some  incentive 
for  the  farmers  out  my  way  to  produce 


food  to  keep  his  people  from  going  hun¬ 
gry.  They  would  starve  to  death  if  it 
were  not  for  the  great  bread  basket  of 
the  United  States,  that  area  500  miles 
contiguous  to  Chicago.  I  would  certainly 
feel  sorry,  Mr.  Javits,  for  your  consumers 
if  it  were  not  for  the  great  amount  of 
food  that  we  produce  throughout  the 
Midwest,  and  I  do  not  see  how  any  rea¬ 
sonable  man,  and  any  man  of  your  cal¬ 
iber  and  your  thinking  ability,  can  argue 
against  the  principle  of  parity  for  agri¬ 
culture.  Destroy  through  low,  unprofit¬ 
able  prices  to  the  hardest  working  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  population,  the  farmers  of 
our  Nation,  the  incentive  to  produce  and 
perhaps  we  might  again  see,  as  we  s'  v 
back  in  1943,  right  in  this  city,  people 
beginning  to  form  bread  lines  hoping  that 
they  can  buy  some  meat  or  butter  or 
some  bread  in  the  stores  that  they  had 
dealings  with.  Surely  we  do  not  want 
those  times  to  return. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  There  is  no  better  friend 
of  the  farmer  than  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Not  only  has  he  worked 
hard  for  the  farmers,  here  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  but  also  for  the  REA  and  other 
related  matters  relating  to  farm  opera¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  That  is 
very  fine  of  the  gentleman  to  say  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  hope  this  bill  will 
pass  unanimously.  After  all,  it  is  just 
this  spurt  put  into  the  blood  stream  of 
our  economy  which  will  insure  that  we 
will  have  ample  food  at  a  reasonable 
price  for  all  of  the  children  in  America. 
The  farmers  do  not  want  high  prices. 
However,  we  must  have  equality  with 
other  groups  if  we  are  to  produce  ample 
food.  I  repeat,  I  sincerely  hope  this  bill 
will  pass.  It  is  little  enough  in  the  form 
of  protection  to  the  basic  industry  in 
America — agriculture. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  who  has  al¬ 
ways  supported  strongly  the  principle  of 
parity  during  the  14  years  we  have  served 
here  together. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  kind  remarks,  and  I  am  pleased 
to  say  as  much  and  more  for  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  An¬ 
dersen]  about  his  constant  support  of  all 
legislation  for  the  benefit  of  the  farmers 
of  our  Nation,  which,  in  the  final  anal¬ 
ysis,  benefits  every  American,  hence  I  am 
glad  to  go  on  record  in  support  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  seven  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Spence]. 

(Mr.  SPENCE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point.) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in 
favor  of  the  pending  bill  which  extends 
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the  present  support  prices  on  the  basic 
agricultural  commodities  at  90  percent 
of  parity  for  2  years. 

The  farmer,  by  reason  of  the  hazards 
of  his  business,  is  unable  to  produce 
for  the  market  with  any  certainty  as 
does  industry.  In  order  to  secure  pro~- 
duction  and  to  prevent  their  bankruptcy 
there  must  be  some  assurance  of  price. 
The  cities  have  as  great  an  interest  in 
this  production  as  any  other  segment  of 
our  society  because  if  the  farmer  goes 
out  of  business  the  cities  will  not  be  fed. 

The  mechanism  by  which  the  support 
price  is  maintained  is  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  This  Corporation’s 
Federal  charter  was  reported  by  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  and 
it  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  that  com¬ 
mittee.  As  chairman  of  the  committee 
it  has  always  been  my  purpose  to 
strengthen  this  Corporation  and  to  be 
assured  that  its  powers  and  authority 
are  broad  enough  to  permit  it  to  perform 
Its  functions  to  the  fullest  extent.  It 
has  performed  a  great  service  to  all  our 
citizens  by  causing  production  to  be  in¬ 
creased  and  stabilizing  the  prices  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  products.  In  the  carrying  out 
of  this  essential  function  it  has  been 
very  successful.  Since  its  inception  on 
October  17,  1933,  through  April  30,  1952, 
support-price  operations  on  the  six  basic 
agricultural  commodities  have  resulted 
in  a  profit  of  $32,000,000.  Cotton  and  to¬ 
bacco  have  yielded  its  greatest  profits. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik I . 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

A  PROGRAM  FOR  AGRILCtTLTTJRE 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  legislation — H.  R. 
8122 — to  continue  price  supports  at  90 
percent  parity  on  the  six  basic  farm 
crops — wheat,  corn,  cotton,  peanuts,  rice, 
and  tobacco.  This  measure  to  guarantee 
an  approximate  cost-of-production  to 
millions  of  American  farmers  should  be 
enacted  into  law,  and  I  intend  to  cast  my 
vote  for  its  passage. 

By  endorsing  this  bill,  I  do  not  mean 
to  suggest  that  it  is  the  last  word  in  farm 
legislation,  nor  do  I  consider  it  the  final 
solution  to  the  problem  of  achieving  per¬ 
manent  prosperity  for  the  27,000,000 
Americans  who  till  our  Nation’s  6,000,- 
000  farms.  In  other  words,  this  bill  is 
only  cne  step  toward  farm  prosperity, 
but  it  is  certainly  not  the  last  step  to  be 
taken. 

FULL  PARITY  NEEDED  ON  ALL  FARM  CROPS 

In  my  opinion,  this  price-support  bill 
is  subject  to  two  major  weaknesses. 
First,  it  merely  provides  for  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  90  percent  of  parity  instead  of 
guaranteeing  full  100  percent  parity.  I 
realize  that  parity  at  90  percent  is  better 
than  the  60-90  percent  sliding-scale 
formula  set  forth  in  the  GOP  support 
program  adopted  during  the  Eightieth 
Congress.  However,  it  is  still  not  good 
enough,  and  it  is  my  hope  that  Congress 
will  soon  accept  the  100  percent  parity 
principle  as  a  basic  principle  of  perman¬ 
ent  farm  legislation. 

A  second  weakness  in  this  bill  is  that  it; 
applies  only  to  nonperishable  farm 


crops — to  the  so-called  basic  crops — and 
does  nothing  to  stablize  prices  on  such 
perishable  commodities  as  vegetables, 
eggs,  potatoes,  milk,  butter,  and  other 
dairy  products.  It  is  my  firm  conviction 
that  Congress  should  extend  the  parity 
principle  to  all  farm  products — perish¬ 
able  and  nonperishable — and  that  per¬ 
ishable  crops  should  be  supported  at  100 
percent  parity  through  the  medium  of 
production  payments  as  recommended 
by  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Brannan 
back  in  1948.  Full  parity  on  all  farm 
crops  offers  the  solution  to  the  problem 
of  guaranteeing  cost  of  production  to  the 
farmers  of  this  country. 

A  BETTER  FARM  PROGRAM  NEEDED 

This  country  has  made  great  strides 
toward  developing  a  sound  and  practical 
farm  program  during  the  last  20  years. 
This  program — which  was'  built  plank 
by  plank  by  the  late  President  Roosevelt 
and  the  Democratic  Party — rests  on 
such  basic  legislation  as  the  triple-A, 
the  Soil  Conservation  Act,  the  Farm 
Credit  Act,  and  the  rural  electrification 
law.  Because  of  this  enlightened  and 
forward-looking  legislation,  we  can 
point  with  pride  to  two  decades  of  steady 
progress  toward  farm  security  and 
higher  living  standards  in  rural 
America. 

Let  us  examine  the  record.  In  1932 
some  42  percent  of  our  farms  were  run 
by  tenants  and  most  of  the  other  58  per¬ 
cent  were  mortgaged  to  the  hilt.  Today 
75  percent  of  the  farmers  own  their  own 
land,  possessing  an  average  equity  of  91 
percent.  In  1932  only  10  percent  of  our 
farms  had  electricity — today — largely 
due  to  REA — over  90  percent  of  our 
farm  have  electric  power.  In  1932  the 
cash  value  of  total  farm  production  was 
$5,000,000,000  per  year — today  farm  in¬ 
come  is  running  at  $32,000,000,000. 
American  farms  are  producing  50  per¬ 
cent  more  food  today  than  they  were  20 
years  ago,  and  average  real  income  has 
tripled  during  the  same  period. 

Regardless  of  this  progress,  we  cannot 
afford  to  stop  and  rest  on  our  laurels — 
the  economic  facts  of  life  require  that 
we  press  on  to  new  levels  of  farm  pro¬ 
duction.  According  to  population  ex¬ 
perts,  there  will  be  38,000,000  more 
Americans  25  years  from  now,  which 
means  that  for  every  four  persons  sitting 
down  to  a  meal  today  , there  will  be  a  fifth 
person  at  the  table  in  1975.  This  means 
that  we  must  increase  farm  production 
by  25  percent  in  the  next  quarter  cen¬ 
tury  just  to  maintain  our  present  level 
of  diet. 

Increased  farm  production,  higher  ru¬ 
ral  living  standards,  and  greater  farm 
security  are  the  policy  goals  which  the 
Federal  Government  must  seek,  and  it  is 
my  contention  that  these  goals  can  be 
realized  by  the  extension  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  Roosevelt  farm  program. 
We  have  the  basic  legislation  already  on 
the  statute  books — we  should  now  broad¬ 
en  and  liberalize  such  basic  legislation 
in  the  interests  of  farm  prosperity  and 
national  welfare. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  will  use  the  remaining  minutes  of  my 
allotted  time  to  discuss  those  broad  ob¬ 
jectives  of  agricultural  policy  which  I 
consider  of  major  importance,  and  to 


make  some  positive  recommendations  for 
achieving  these  objectives.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  attention  of  Congress  should 
be  given  to  the  following  seven  proposals: 

Stabilize  farm  income  at  full  parity: 
The  stabilization  of  farm  income  at  a 
level  reflecting  the  cost  of  production 
and  improved  living  standards  is  of 
prime  importance  to  every  farmer,  and 
a  goal  which  I  heartily  endorse.  As  I 
have  already  indicated,  the  principle  of 
price  supports — as  embodied  in  this  bill 
(H.  R.  8122)  now  under  consideration — 
is  the  soundest  method  for  stabilizing 
farm  income.  I  do  maintain,  however, 
that  we  should  support  farm  prices  at 
full  parity  instead  of  90  percent,  and 
that  all  farm  products,  both  perishable 
and  nonperishable,  should  be  supported 
under  the  price-support  program.  The 
dairy  farmer,  the  truck  farmer,  and  the 
poultry  farmer  have  as  great  a  need  for 
full  parity  as  does  the  grower  of  corn, 
wheat,  cotton,  and  tobacco — we  should 
give  all  farmers  the  benefit  of  a  sound 
and  workable  support  program. 

Expand  soil-conservation  program : 
This  country  has — through  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Act  of  1936— made  some  very 
real  progress  in  conserving  the  produc¬ 
tivity  of  the  Nation’s  soil.  However,  it 
is  a  well-established  fact  that  the  natu¬ 
ral  productivity  of  most  of  our  soils  is 
still  going  down  faster  than  it  is  being 
restored  and  improved.  For  this  reason, 
it  is  mandatory  that  our  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  efforts  be  intensified.  More  atten¬ 
tion  should  be  given  to  flood  control  and 
reforestation  to  stop  soil  erosion,  more 
adequate  funds  are  needed  for  conserva¬ 
tion  research  and  education,  and  we 
should  experiment  with  direct  payments 
to  farmers  for  soil-conservation  prac¬ 
tices. 

Increase  REA  power:  The  REA  pro¬ 
gram  has  proven  itself  remarkably  suc¬ 
cessful — its  record  of  accomplishment  is 
a  tribute  to  the  cooperative  efforts  of 
the  Nation’s  farmers  working  through 
their  REA  cooperatives  and  the  Federal 
Government.  About  9  out  of  10  farms 
today  have  electric  power — and  rural 
electrification  can  be  100  percent  in  a 
few  years  if  we  continue  our  efforts. 
Congress  should  continue  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  appropriations  for  REA,  and  we 
need  to  make  greater  efforts  to  develop 
more  electric  power  and  build  more  REA 
transmission  lines  so  that  our  farmers 
can  realize  the  full  benefits  of  this  vital 
program  of  electrification. 

Secure  family  size  farm:  Experience 
shows  that  the  family  owned  and  operat¬ 
ed  farm  is  the  most  efficient  method  of 
farm  production  and  the  greatest 
strength  of  community  life.  Family 
ownership  means  greater  independence 
and  security  for  our  farm  population, 
and  it  also  means  that  the  farm  income 
is  spent  at  home  instead  of  being  drained 
off  from  the  community  as  it  is  where 
we  have  corporate  absentee  farming. 

It  is  encouraging  to  note  that  the 
trend  is  toward  individual  farm  owner¬ 
ship  and  operation — today  nearly  three- 
quarters  of  all  farmers  own  their  own 
land.  This  marks  a  reversal  of  the  trend 
prior  to  1933  which  was  toward  increased 
farm  tenacy  (in  1932,  42  perceent  of  the 
country’s  farms  were  run  by  tenants). 
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I  think  it  is  clear  that  this  change  away 
from  farm  tenancy  and  in  favor  of  the 
family  size  farm  is  due  to  the  farm  credit 
policies  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Since  our  farm-credit  policies  have 
proved  themselves  by  such  great  value, 
I  think  we  should  expand  this  credit 
program  to  give  easily  available  credit 
at  low  interest  rates  to  finance  farm  pur¬ 
chases,  and  give  special  emphasis  to  the 
loan  operations  of  the  Farm  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  help  low-income  farmers. 

More  funds  for  research:  There  is  a 
crying  need  for  more  adequate  funds 
for  continued  research  in  all  fields  of 
scientific  agriculture.  We  should,  for 
example,  provide  more  liberal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Industry 
which  is  working  on  control  of  animal 
disease.  The  past  record  of  this  Bu¬ 
reau  shows  that  it  is  capable  of  doing 
an  outstanding  job  in  providing  tech¬ 
nical  know-how  and  leadership  in  con- 
troling  animal  diseases.  We  should,  by 
all  means,  furnish  more  funds  to  this 
agency  for  controling  Bang’s  disease  and 
the  hoof-and-mouth  disease.  Funds  for 
improved  methods  of  agriculture  is  al¬ 
ways  a  good  investment,  and  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  we  should  be  less  economy-minded 
on  this  budget  item  than  we  have  in  the 
past. 

Forestry  for  off-farm  employment: 
Many  farmers  in  my  area  of  northern 
Minnesota  earn  part  of  their  livelihood 
from  the  forest  industries — from  log¬ 
ging  and  pulpwood  operations.  It  occurs 
to  me  that  any  farm  program  must 
therefore  include  measures  to  provide 
greater  opportunity  for  off-farm  employ¬ 
ment.  The  extension  of  the  forest  prac¬ 
tices  program,  with  emphasis  upon 
wood-lot  forestry,  tree  planting,  and 
technical  forest  assistance  to  farmers, 
would  be  a  real  boon  to  rural  people, 
both  in  Minnesota  and  many  other 
States. 

Farmer  participation  in  program  ad¬ 
ministration:  I  am  convinced  that  one 
of  the  reasons  why  such  farm  programs 
as  Production  and  Marketing  Adminis¬ 
tration,  REA,  and  crop  insurance,  have 
operated  so  successfully  is  the  farmers 
committee  system.  The  farmers  com- 
mitee  system  is  a  democratic  system — it 
is  squarely  in  line  with  the  American 
principle  of  self-help.  I  am  amazed  to 
find  that  some  people  have  criticized 
this  form  of  farmer  participation,  but 
regardless  of  what  some  may  say,  the 
farmer  committees  have  done  an  out¬ 
standing  job  in  formulating  and  helping 
administer  our  farm  programs.  The 
committee  system  must  be  continued  and 
adequate  funds  must  be  appropriated  to 
enable  them  to  operate  properly. 

Another  form  of  farmer  activity  which 
deserves  our  continued  support  is  the 
work  of  farm  cooperatives.  These  coop¬ 
erative  organizations  have  given  the 
farmer  lasting  benefits  in  both  the  mar¬ 
keting  of  farm  products,  the  purchase 
of  machinery,  and  in  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion.  They  deserve  every  encourage¬ 
ment,  and  I  have  nothing  but  contempt 
for  the  NTEA  crowd  who  would  use  the 
Federal  taxing  power  to  destroy  the  co¬ 
operative  movement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  policy  recommen¬ 
dations  which  I  have  just  outlined  con¬ 


stitute  a  framework  for  a  basic  program 
for  the  American  farmer.  Such  a  pro¬ 
gram  would  stabilize  farm  income  at  full 
parity,  maintain  farm  production  at 
high  levels,  preserve  soil  fertility,  and 
create  the  conditions  under  which  the 
family-size  farm  would  thrive  and  pros¬ 
per.  I  maintain  that  such  a  program 
would  guarantee  continued  progress  to¬ 
ward  the  desired  goals  of  farm  pros¬ 
perity  and  rural  welfare. 

The  American  farmer  has  the  know¬ 
how  and  the  will  to  supply  the  Nation’s 
food  needs.  They  have  been  meeting 
the  food  demands  in  both  peace  and  war, 
and  I  know  they  will  continue  to  do  so. 
For  this  they  deserve  our  consideration — 
they  deserve  a  public  opinion  climate  in 
which  agriculture  is  allowed  to  improve 
and  expand  so  that  the  farmer  himself 
will  receive  the  fruits  of  his  labor.  In 
this  connection,  I  quote  from  a  speech 
made  on  the  House  floor  on  April  30  last 
by  our  colleague  and  my  very  good  friend, 
the  Congressman  from  Minnesota’s  Sixth 
District  [Mr.  Marshall],  when  he  said: 

So  far  as  farmers  are  concerned,  filling 
stomachs  is  not  an  end  in  itself,  unless  It 
also  brings  mental  and  spiritual  rewards 
such  as  a  slackening  in  the  terrific  pace  of 
farm  work,  increasing  chances  for  rest  and 
recreation  for  the  whole  family,  and  invest¬ 
ing  earnings  in  education,  health,  and  home 
conveniences. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  with 
Interest  to  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  who  has 
spoken  on  behalf  of  the  consumers  of 
his  district  and  of  the  country.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  no  one  would  want  to  say  for  a 
moment  that  their  interests  should  not 
be  very  carefully  guarded  in  connection 
with  any  legislation  of  this  kind.  How¬ 
ever,  I  think  any  study  of  the  farm  legis¬ 
lation  that  has  been  enacted  in  this 
country  during  the  past  15  years  would 
show  that  the  interest  of  the  consumer 
has  been  kept  in  mind.  I  know  of  no 
better  proof  of  that,  than  the  fact  that 
during  that  period  of  time  the  per  capita 
consumption  of  agricultural  commodities 
in  this  country  has  increased  by  13  per¬ 
cent.  If  it  were  true  that  farm  programs 
were  putting  the  price  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  beyond  the  reach  of  consumers, 
that,  of  course,  would  not  have  occurred. 

Furthermore,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
in  addition  to  the  increased  quantity 
consumed  there  has  been  a  change  in 
the  character  of  that  consumption,  in 
that  the  consumption  of  dairy  products, 
meat,  poultry,  eggs,  and  fresh  vegetables 
has  increased  tremendously,  while  there 
has  been  a  decrease  in  the  consumption 
of  the  cheaper  starchy  foods  like  po¬ 
tatoes  and  cereals.  Not  only  has  the 
quantity  consumed  increased,  but  that 
increase  has  been  in  the  higher-priced 
commodities.  That  all  negates  the  im¬ 
plication  that  is  carried  in  the  remarks 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  that  the  farm  program  is  pre¬ 
venting  the  people  of  this  country  from 
enjoying  proper  quantities  and  kinds  of 
food  because  they  cannot  afford  to 
buy  it. 

Let  me  point  out  also  that  the  sta¬ 
tistics  show  that  the  people  today  are 


spending  about  the  same  percentage  of 
their  income  for  food  that  they  were 
spending  10  or  15  or  even  5  years  ago, 
with  this  difference:  That  they  are  today 
getting  more  and  better  food  than  they 
were  getting  at  that  time.  If  they  were 
consuming  the  same  kind  and  quantity 
of  food  now  that  they  were  consuming 
10  or  15  years  ago  they  would  be  paying 
a  smaller  percentage  of  their  income  for 
food  now  than  they  were  at  that  time. 
To  further  supplement  those  points  I 
want  to  call  attention  to  some  of  the  fig¬ 
ures  in  a  table  which  I  hold  in  my  hand 
showing  what  1  hour’s  industrial  pay 
would  purchase  in  terms  of  certain  ar¬ 
ticles  of  food  now  and  at  various  times 
in  the  past.  First,  I  want  to  mention 
bread. 

Back  in  1914  an  hour’s  industrial  pay 
would  purchase  4  pounds  of  bread;  in 
1951  it  would  purchase  10  pounds;  in 
1939  when  all  prices  were  certainly  low, 
an  hour’s  industrial  pay  would  purchase 
only  7.9  pounds  of  bread. 

Pork  chops:  In  1914  an  hour’s  indus¬ 
trial  labor  would  purchase  1  pound  of 
pork  chops;  in  1929  it  would  purchase 
1.5  pounds;  in  1949,  1.9  pounds,  while 
in  1951  it  would  purchase  2  pounds. 

Butter:  Back  in  1914  an  hour’s  indus¬ 
trial  pay  would  purchase  0.6  pounds  of 
butter.  In  1929  it  would  purchase  1 
pound.  In  1939  it  would  purchase  1.9 
pounds,  and  in  1951  it  would  purchase 
the  same  quantity,  1.9  pounds. 

Take  oranges:  Back  in  1919  an  hour’s 
industrial  labor  would  purchase  0.9 
pounds  of  oranges;  in  February  1951  it 
would  purchase  3.2  pounds;  in  1939,  3.2 
pounds;  and  so  I  might  read  on  from 
the  list  of  all  of  the  usual  articles  that 
one  buys  in  a  grocery  store  including 
steak,  eggs,  milk,  potatoes,  and  many 
others.  In  practically  every  case  these 
figures  show  that  1  hour’s  industrial 
labor  will  purchase  far  more  food  now 
than  at  any  period  in  the  past  40  years. 

What  we  are  attempting  to  do  in  this 
bill  is  not  to  increase  support  prices, 
not  to  go  any  further  than  we  have  gone, 
but  simply  to  make  it  mandatory  to  con¬ 
tinue  for  3  years  the  present  level  of  sup¬ 
ports  on  the  basic  commodities.  The 
bill  would  also  continue  the  use  of  the 
dual -parity  provision  until  December  31, 
1955  on  the  basic  commodities;  in  other 
words,  if  we  pass  this  legislation  we 
continue  the  program  that  is  now  in 
existence,  a  program  which  has  certainly 
not  resulted  in  higher  prices  for  food  to 
the  consumers  of  this  country. 

✓-'■As  far  as  basic  commodities  are  con- 
I  cerned  we  are  in  the  situation  now  where 
it  is  important  to  continue  production  at 
least  on  the  present  level.  A  few  years 
ago  it  might  not  have  been  anticipated 
that  this  would  be  the  case.  At  that  time 
we  were  concerned  about  surpluses,  and 
the  farm  program  to  a  considerable  ex¬ 
tent  was  a  program  for  the  prevention 
and  disposal  of  surpluses.  In  the  mean¬ 
time,  however,  the  situation  has  changed 
and  our  problem  in  the  future  is  more 
likely  to  be  one  of  producing  enough  to 
meet  the  needs  of  a  rapidly  growing  pop¬ 
ulation  than  it  will  be  to  reduce  or  cur¬ 
tail  production.  That  means  that  we 
need  support  prices  as  an  incentive  to 
secure  production  of  sufficient  ouanti- 
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ties  of  agricultural  products;  and  that, 
in  the  main,  is  the  purpose  of  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

^VLv.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  the  most  ex¬ 
pensive  part  of  the  normal  family’s  diet 
being  meat,  if  it  is  not  true  that  the 
two  most  important  meat  products,  beef 
and  pork,  are  actually  selling  for  less 
on  the  farm  today  than  they  were  4 
years  ago,  and  at  the  same  time  are 
costing  the  consumer  at  the  butcher 
shop  more  per  pound? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  sure  that  is  a  cor¬ 
rect  statement  of  the  situation.  I  agree 
with  what  the  gentleman  has  said. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  simply  offer  that  be¬ 
cause  I  very  frequently  hear  the  state¬ 
ment  made  that  the  increased  cost  of 
living,  particularly  with  regard  to  meat 
which  is  essential  to  our  diet,  is  attri¬ 
butable  to  the  increased  cost  at  the 
farm.  I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  show 
by  this  statement  that  the  increased 
cost  of  meat  is  not  attributable  to  in¬ 
creased  costs  as  they  leave  the  farm. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  making  that  point  clear.  It  is  an 
important  point  and  should  appear  in 
this  discussion. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  remember  that  in  one 
of  our  appropriation  bills  there  was  a 
provision  made  for  investigation  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  of  the  differ¬ 
ence  in  cost  as  between  production  by 
the  farmer  and  when  purchased  by  the 
consumer.  Has  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  or  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  published  any  report  yet  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
report  having  been  published  as  yet  in 
compliance  With  that  request;  however, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  issues 
publications  regularly  which  show  the 
relationship  between  farm  prices  and 
food  prices.  In  other  words,  they  show 
the  margin  between  the  prices  that  the 
farmer  gets  and  the  prices  the  consumer 
pays.  Some  information  is  available  in 
that  form. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  the' time  on  this  side 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Canfield], 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
opposed  to  this  so-called  modernized 
double-barreled  parity  approach  which 
provides  a  legislative  guaranty  of  con¬ 
tinued  higher  prices  to  American  con¬ 
sumers.  Furthermore,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
understand  why  such  an  important 
measure  certain  to  have  an  effect  on 
living  costs  in  every  American  home 
should  be  brought  before  us  today  with¬ 
out  printed  hearings  being  available  to 
the  membership. 

I  have  heard  it  said  here  today  that 
the  bill  will  do  a  real  job  for  the  peanut 
belt  and  other  belts  in  our  country. 
Belts  is  indeed  a  proper  word  and  Ameri¬ 


can  consumers  are  on  the  receiving  line. 
Even  the  two  largest  farm  organizations 
in  the  country,  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  and  the  National 
Grange  are  bitterly  opposed  and,  speak¬ 
ing  for  the  latter  organization,  J.  T. 
Sanders  has  declared  the  proposed  steps 
would  be  hard  to  “justify  before  the 
American  bar  of  public  opinion.” 

Commenting  on  the  meaning  of  this 
new  deal  for  agriculture,  which  is  being 
protested  by  so  many  farmers  as  in¬ 
herently  wrong  and  indefensible,  the 
New  York  Times  says  editorially: 

Under  the  present  law  a  new  parity  for¬ 
mula  Is  supposed  to  go  Into  effect  for  all 
base  crops  at  the  beginning  of  1954.  The 
present  is  a  transition  period,  and  in  that 
period  producers  of  a  given  crop  may  use 
either  the  old  or  the  modernized  parity. 
The  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  re¬ 
cently  passed  a  bill  which  would  postpone 
the  effective  date  for  the  introduction  of  the 
new  formula  until  at  least  1956.  And  this 
week  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
has  given  the  present  law  both  barrels,  as  it 
were.  In  addition  to  eliminating  the  provi¬ 
sion  affecting  the  change-over  to  the  new 
parity  (which  yields  lower  prices  in  most 
cases  than  the  old)  it  has  proposed  abandon¬ 
ment  of  the  so-called  flexible  price  support 
provisions  of  the  present  law.  It  would  make 
it  mandatory  on  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  support  prices  rigidly  at  90  percent  of 
parity. 

Here  is  a  proposal  for  subsidizing  agricul¬ 
ture  so  obnoxious  that  the  Nation’s  two  great 
farm  organizations,  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  and  the  National  Grange, 
have  vigorously  opposed  it  as  public  policy. 
They  have  done  so  because  they  have  the 
courage  and  the  breadth  of  view  to  consider 
it  in  terms  of  the  interests  of  the  Nation  as 
a  whole.  And  the  administration?  How  does 
the  administration  feel  about  the  national 
interest  on  this  issue?  All  we  know  on  that 
point  is  that  Secretary  Brannan,  appearing 
to  testify  on  the  legislation,  has  given  it  his 
official  blessing. 

(Mr.  CANFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Grant]. 

Mr.  GRANT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
has  for  its  purpose  the  continuation  of 
the  present  support  program  for  the 
basic  agricultural  commodities  through 
1955  and  extending  for  the  same  period 
of  time  tlfe  present  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  basic  commodities  at  90 
percent  of  parity. 

I  think  that  we  all  agree  that  we  want 
a  sound  and  prosperous  agriculture.  It 
is  our  basic  wealth;  and  when  we  have 
a  sound  agricultural  economy,  there  is 
no  doubt  but  that  it  will  be  reflected 
Nation-wide  and  all  groups  will  benefit. 
Let  us  look  at  the  cost.  The  price- 
support  program  has  cost  the  Federal 
Government  over  a  period  of  18  years 
about  a  billion  dollars.  Potatoes  and 
eggs  were  largely  responsible  for  this 
loss;  in  fact,  potatoes  for  about  one-half. 
Perishable  commodities  have  produced 
most  of  the  loss.  Cotton  has  been  a 
money-making  proposition  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  We  are  about  $35,000,000 
ahead  over  this  period  of  time  on  the 
basic  crops. 

So  it  is  with  the  basic  commodities 
that  we  are  concerned  with  in  this 
legislation. 


It  is  not  all  rosy  even  with  100-percent 
support.  A  few  minutes  ago  you  heard 
a  discussion  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
that  PMA  will  issue  tomorrow  with  re¬ 
gard  to  peanuts.  Even  when  we  have 
this  90-percent  support  we  have  very 
little  to  do  with  the  administration  of 
the  law.  PMA  can  set  up  regulations 
as  to  moisture  content  of  peanuts  and 
many  other  regulations  which  serve  to 
reduce  the  90  percent.  I  do  hope  that 
the  contemplated  drastic  regulations 
will  be  modified. 

This  legislation  will  insure  to  our 
Nation  abundant  production  and,  at  the 
same  time,  fair  and  reasonable  prices  for 
the  consumers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  LovreI. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  this  bill  and 
*  I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  for  bringing  it 
up. 

If  there  ever  was  a  time  for  support¬ 
ing  farm  produce  at  90  percent  of  parity 
and  continuing  the  dual  parity  formula, 
it  is  now.  If  there  are  any  deficiencies 
in  this  bill,  they  are  that  it  does  not 
support  all  farm  produce  at  90  percent 
of  parity.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  to  be 
remembered  that  this  bill  supports  only 
the  six  basic  commodities — corn,  wheat, 
tobacco,  rice,  cotton,  and  peanuts. 

Parity,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
a  price  that  has  been  determined  to  be 
fair  to  both  consumer  and  producer. 
This  being  true,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
producer  is  entitled  to  100  percent  of 
parity  and  not  90  percent  or  75  percent 
or  anything  less  than  100  percent. 

We  must  have  food  and  at  prices  that 
we  can  afford  to  pay.  This  bill  will  do 
just  that,  because  it  provides  an  incentive 
to  produce  and  only  by  producing  in 
ample  quantities  can  we  have  food  at 
reasonable  prices.  Thus,  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  can  be  seen  that  this  bill  is  a  protec¬ 
tion  not  only  for  the  producer  but  the 
consumer  as  well. 

Remember  that  our  farmers  are  the 
only  ones  who  do  not  put  a  price  tag  on 
their  commodities.  They  haul  their 
produce  to  market  and  must  either  ac¬ 
cept  the  price  that  is  offered  or  haul  the 
produce  back  home.  For  this  reason,  too, 
the  farmers  need  the  protection  of  this 
bill. 

The.  farmer  has  learned  from  bitter 
experience  that  he  can  produce  himself 
into  bankruptcy.  He  remembers  the 
thirties  and  he  is  not  going  to  let  that 
happen  again  if  he  can  help  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  farmers  are  ready 
and  willing  to  step  up  production  of  food 
that  is  so  badly  needed  and  which  has 
been  requested  of  them  by  our  National 
Defense  Department.  But  they  want  as¬ 
surances  that  they  will  get  a  fair  price. 
They  are  entitled  to  that  assurance, 
particularly  at  a  time  like  this  when 
their  operating  costs  are  rising  daily  and 
at  a  time  when  net  farm  income  is  lower 
than  it  was  in  1947  and  in  1948.  Not 
only  is  net  farm  income  lower  today 
than  it  was  in  1947  and  1948  but  our 
farmers  today  receive  less  of  the  na¬ 
tional  income  than  at  any  time  since 
1947.  In  1947  the  farm  percentage  of 
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total  national  income  was  8.6  percent; 
in  1948  it  was  7  percent;  in  1949  it  was 
6.2  percent;  in  1950  it  was  5.3  percent; 
and  in  1951  it  was  5.4  percent.  This 
condition  cannot  he  permitted  to  con¬ 
tinue.  If  it  does  it  will  mean  the  end  to 
our  great  agricultural  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  so  long  as  farm  income 
is  up,  we  will  have  busy  factories.  His¬ 
tory  shows  that  for  every  dollar  of  farm 
income  we  have  $7  of  national  income. 
When  farm  income  goes  up,  national 
income  goes  up  seven  times.  When  farm 
income  goes  down,  the  national  income 
goes  down  seven  times. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  interest  not  only 
of  the  producer  but  also  the  consumer 
and  in  the  interest  of  our  national  econ¬ 
omy,  it  is  imperative  that  we  assure  our 
farmers  of  not  less  than  90  percent  sup¬ 
port  price  for  their  produce.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  sincerely  hope  that  this  House 
will  pass  this  bill  now  before  us. 

Mr.  Chairman  the  time  will  come 
when  we  will  have  to  adopt  a  long  range 
farm  program  that  will  assure  our 
farmer  of  100  percent  parity  for  all 
farm  products  on  a  self-supporting  and 
self-governing  basis.  I  have  introduced 
such  legislation  which  I  sincerely  hope 
will  be  passed  by  the  Congress  within 
the  near  future. 

(Mr.  LOVRE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanmous  consent  that  all  Members  who 
so  desire  may  extend  their  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  AEBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays], 
which  attempts  to  take  peanuts  out  of 
the  bill.  This  amendment  does  not  do 
what  is  intended,  to  wit:  Remove  pea¬ 
nuts  as  one  of  the  basic  commodities. 
What  it  does  do  is  to  keep  peanuts  from 
being  on  equal  footing  with  the  other 
basic  commodities  so  far  as  this  bill  is 
concerned. 

The  peanut  program  has  received  con¬ 
siderable  Unjustified  criticism  in  recent 
months.  During  the  emergency  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  called  on  peanut  farmers  to 
greatly  expand  the  production  of  pea¬ 
nuts.  The  farmers  answered  the  call. 
When  that  emergency  was  over,  it  be¬ 
came  necessary  to  have  a  gradual  reduc¬ 
tion  in  peanut  acreage  so  as  not  to  wreck 
the  economy  of  the  peanut  producers.  I 
realize  that  the  peanut  program  has  cost 
some  money,  but  the  producers,  them¬ 
selves,  together  with  their  Representa¬ 
tives  in  the  Congress  for  the  past  several 
years,  have  been  working  together  in  an 
endeavor  to  put  the  peanut  program  on 
a  sustained  basis  and  I  believe  that  the 
legislation  enacted  in  the  past  18  months 
or  2  years  has  gone  a  long  way  toward 
solving  our  problem. 

I  call  on  the  Members  of  this  House  to 
vote  down  the  amendment  and  let  us 
work  this  problem  out  In  an  orderly  fash¬ 
ion  which  I  believe,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
has  been  done  to  a  large  extent. 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
satisfied  with  this  legislation  but  I  will 
support  it  because  it  is  too  late  in  this 
session  of  Congress  to  obtain  real  jus¬ 
tice  for  the  farmers  of  America. 

I  am  opposed  to  90  or  even  100  per¬ 
cent  of  so-called  parity.  I  have  de¬ 
manded  for  years  and  will  continue  to 
demand  no  less  than  cost-of -produc¬ 
tion  prices  for  the  farmers  of  this 
Nation. 

Anything  less  than  cost  of  production 
for  farmers  is  to  deny  them  equal  treat¬ 
ment  with  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  that  I  sup¬ 
port  this  bill  only  because  I  cannot  sup¬ 
port  a  better  program.  The  time  is  long 
past  due  when  Congress  should  strike 
down  this  deception  known  as  parity. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  say  with 
reference  to  the  remarks  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  in  regard  to  the 
background  and  interest  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture,  that  while  I  realize 
it  is  the  fact  that  all  members  of  that 
committee  are  interested  necessarily  in 
the  welfare  of  agriculture,  I  do  not  think 
they  are  unduly  interested  in  it,  and  it 
certainly  seems  to  me  that  if  this  pro¬ 
gram  was  not  sound  basically,  somebody 
on  the  committee  would  have  objected  to 
it.  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  knows  that  the  House  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  brought  in, 
in  the  Defense  Production  Act,  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  90-percent  program  for 
the  life  of  that  act.  Now  if  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  is  unduly  inter¬ 
ested  in  agriculture,  it  is  difficult  to 
reconcile  that  with  the  fact  that  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
also  realizes  the  importance  of  this  pro¬ 
vision.  When  you.  speak  of  the  gains, 
the  progressive  legislation  enacted  in  be¬ 
half  of  labor,  the  fact  remains  that  labor 
does  have  certain  protection  that  none 
of  us  would  want  to  take  away  from 
them.  They  have  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation,  social  security,  minimum 
wages,  and  maximum  hours  and  other 
rights  that  they  exercise.  Unfortunately 
the  farmers  of  this  Nation  cannot  exer¬ 
cise  the  same  rights  that  have  been 
given  to  labor.  When  an  industrial 
worker  works  8  hours,  he*  can  quit. 
When  a  farmer  plants  a  crop  in  the 
field  he  must  follow  it  all  the  way  to 
harvest.  He  cannot  turn  a  switch,  he 
cannot  taper  off,  he  cannot  strike,  and 
he  cannot  shut  down;  he  has  got  to  go 
on.  This  is  a  basic  right,  and  it  seems 
to  me  we  should  be  glad  to  accord  to 
agriculture  that  right — that  is,  a  floor 
below  which  he  will  not  fall  in  the  event 
we  have  tremendous  surpluses  that  ac¬ 
cumulate  in  response  to  Government  re¬ 
quests  for  higher  production. 

I  have  no  further  requests  for  time, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read  the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  301  (a) 
(1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  the  parity  price  for 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  of  any 


date  during  the  6-year  period  beginning 
January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its 
parity  price  computed  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949."  v 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Javits:  On 
page  1,  strike  out  lines  3  to  10,  inclusive. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  that  this  deferment  of  the 
use  of  the  modernized  parity  standard 
should  be  eliminated  from  the  bill;  in 
other  words,  that  at  the  end  of  next  year 
we  should  have  the  single,  modernized 
parity  standard  on  which  to  compute 
parity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  something  has  been 
made  here  of  the  fact  that  neither  the 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  or,  at  least, 
Mr.  Alian  Kline,  who  spoke  for  it,  its 
president,  or  the  National  Grange,  ought 
to  be  considered  too  seriously  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  question. 

Let  me  point  out  that  Mr.  Kline,  the 
president  of  the  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  said  that  his  Federation  represents 
1,452,210  farm  families,  which  sounds 
like  a  very  big  outfit  to  me,  because  that 
is  about  25  percent  of  the  farm  families 
in  the  United  States.  He  was  not  speak¬ 
ing  for  himself  because  he  said  at  the 
outset,  “I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  this 
bill  violates  fundamental  policy  princi¬ 
ples  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration.”  He  then  cited  a  resolution 
adopted  at  their  last  annual  meeting, 
from  which  I  read  the  following  sen¬ 
tence: 

We  do  not  believe  that  action  to  raise  the 
level  of  price  support  above  that  now  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  in 
the  long-run  the  interest  of  farm  people. 

Now  let  me  read  what  the  master  of 
the  National  Grange  said  in  his  testi¬ 
mony,  and  again  I  quote: 

In  the  second  place,  this  provision  of  a 
dual  parity  formula  is  bad  in  that  it  is  det¬ 
rimental  to  a  further  improvement  and  re¬ 
finement  to  a  satisfactory  unified  parity 
formula. 

I  would  like  the  Members  to  listen  to 
this  quotation,  and  again  I  quote: 

If  we  do  not  strive  for  such  a  formula  we 
shall  decidedly  weaken  our  case  before  the 
80  percent  of  our  people  who  are  nonagri- 
cultural. 

Let  me  give  you  the  figures  which  bear 
that  out,  and  represent  what  I  think 
is  a  real  peril  to  the  farmer  in  this 
effort  to  push  the  whole  parity  guaranty 
beyond  what  it  ought  to  be  in  reason  and 
fairness  to  the  consumer. 

In  1939  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 
showed  all  prices,  all  items  in  the  cost 
of  living  at  99.4,  and  at  the  same  time 
food  in  the  cost  of  living  index  was  95.2; 
in  other  words,  they  were  just  about 
even.  When  you  get  down  to  May  15, 
1952,  the  latest  figures,  what  do  you 
find?  You  find  that  all  items  in  the 
Consumers’  Price  Index  have  gone  up  to 
189  but  food  has  gone  up  to  230.8.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  with  food  having  outstripped 
all  other  items  by  such  a  material 
amount  we  are  certainly  justified  in  tak¬ 
ing  another  look  at  this  whole  farm 
parity  program. 
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What  does  this  dual  parity  standard 
which  is  sought  to  be  continued  do? 
Take  wheat,  for  example.  Under  the  old 
parity,  1910  to  1914,  which  I  do  not 
think  can  be  justified  under  today’s  con¬ 
ditions,  it  fixes  a  support  floor  under 
that,  based  on  a  parity  of  30  cents  a 
bushel  more  than  under  modernized 
parity,  and  I  repeat,  this  is  a  support 
floor.  No  little  business  gets  paid  on 
the  basis  of  a  support  floor,  nor  does 
any  worker,  no  matter  what  has  been 
said  about  that..  Here  the  Government 
underwrites  the  price.  I  say  I  am  for 
it.  It  is  necessary  for  farmers  in  view 
of  the  depression  experience,  put  on  a 
reasonable  basis,  but  I  say  that  trying  to 
push  it  further  than  it  is  in  the  law 
today  is  an  unreasonable  basis. 

The  old  parity  for  wheat  is  $2.42  a 
bushel.  The  modernized  parity  for 
wheat  is  $2.10.  Why  should  not  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  the  United  States  have  that 
lower  floor  under  prices  rather  than  the 
higher  floor  under  prices  when  it  is  the 
latter,  lower  figure,  which  is  modernized 
parity,  instead  of  the  old  1910-1914 
parity? 

In  peanuts — that  makes  two  of  these 
six  basic  commodities — it  is  13.1  cents  a 
pound  for  peanuts  under  the  1910-1914 
parity  and  10.7  cents  a  pound,  a  very  ma¬ 
terial  difference  there  of  well  over  25  per¬ 
cent — under  the  modernized  parity. 

It  seems  to  me  the  very  least  we  ought 
to  do  in  this  situation  in  view  of  the 
opposition  of  two  of  the  great  farm  or¬ 
ganizations,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  con¬ 
sumer  prices  for  food  have  far  out¬ 
stripped  the  rise  in  general  consumer’s 
price  index  for  all  items  and  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  modernized  parity  adopted 
by  this  great  Committee  on  Agriculture 
itself  represents  the  modern  conception 
of  what  the  farmer’s  basic  price  guaran¬ 
tee  ought  to  be  figured  on — I  think  the 
least  we  can  do  in  fairness  to  the  con¬ 
sumer  is  to  strike  out  what  has  been 
properly  called  this  double-barrel  as  far 
as  the  consumer  is  concerned,  giving 
both  the  old  parity  and  the  new  parity, 
and  the  right  to  take  the  highest  of 
either.  I  just  do  not  think  that  makes 
any  case,  and  apparently  it  did  not  to 
the  two  big  farm  organizations. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle.- 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javixs]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Javixs)  there 
were — ayes  21,  noes  67. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
paragraph  at  the  end  of  section  101  (d) 
thereof : 

“(6)  The  level  of  support,  to  cooperators 
shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
for  the  1953,  1954,  and  1955  crops  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity  with  respect 
to  which  producers  have  not  disapproved 
marketing  quotas.” 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hats  of  Ohio: 
On  page  2,  line  5,  after  the  word  “commod¬ 
ity”  insert  the  words  “excepting  peanuts.” 


Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
frankly,  from  the  fate  of  the  previous 
amendment,  I  do  not  expect  I  have  much 
of  a  chance  of  getting  this  amendment 
adopted,  with  only  about  100  members 
on  the  floor.  I  do  think  a  very  good 
case  can  be  made  for  the  exception  of 
peanuts. 

I  do  not  know  whether  you  realize  or 
not,  but  in  this  bill  peanuts  are  defined 
as  a  basic  commodity,  basic  to  the  agri¬ 
culture  of  this  Nation.  I  happen  to  rep¬ 
resent  a  district  that  does  not  grow  any 
peanuts,  but  does  produce  a  lot  of  milk 
and  butter  and  meat,  and  I  do  not  see 
anywhere  in  the  basic  farm  legislation 
that  either  of  those  commodities  is  called 
basic.  Oh,  I  know  the  argument  will  be 
made  that  they  are  perishable,  but  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  question  in  my  mind 
as  to  whether  or  not  peanuts  can  be 
stored.  I  will  say  this — that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  not  treated  peanuts  as  a 
storable  product  in  the  past.  They  have 
treated  them  as  a  perishable  commodity, 
and  have  sold  them  for  crushing  imme¬ 
diately  when  they  bought  them,  and  have 
in  effect  subsidized  peanut  growers. 

"In  1950,  there  were  2,277,000  acres  of 
peanuts  grown  in  this  country  as 
against  83,302,000  acres  of  corn.  Yet 
the  peanut  program  costs  the  taxpayers 
considerably  more  than  the  corn  pro¬ 
gram,  which  had  an  acreage  nearly  40 
times  as  large.  The  peanut  program  has 
cost  the  taxpayers  or  did  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  in  the  year  1950,  $7.04  an  acre 
for  every  acre  of  peanuts  grown.  Next 
highest  in  cost  was  wheat,  and  in  that 
year,  it  was  less  than  one-third  as  much 
as  peanuts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  From  1937  to  1950, 
the  peanut  price  support  has  averaged 
about  $2  an  acre  as  compared  to  tobacco 
at  only  50  cents  and  wheat  only  25  cents. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  should  be  accepted. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman.  I  want  to  say  further 
in  the  years  1933  through  1951,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  made  money  on  two  basic  com¬ 
modities  in  this  act — tobacco  and  cotton. 
It  lost  money  on  the  other  four  commodi¬ 
ties,  namely,  peanuts,  wheat,  corn,  and 
rice.  But  with  corn  and  wheat  together 
having  80  times  the  acreage  of  peanuts, 
still  the  loss  on  peanuts  was  $84,000,000 
against  a  $70,000,000  loss  on  wheat.  In 
other  words,  we  have  picked  up  and 
written  into  the  basic-commodity  law 
here,  or  are  attempting  to  write  into  the 
law,  a  commodity,  which  in  my  opinion, 
is  in  no  way  basic.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  think  you  might  as  well  write  in  that 
radishes  are  a  basic  commodity.  I  do 
not  know  how  the  acreage  compares,  but 
I  think  there  must  be  nearly  as  many 
acres  in  radishes  as  there  are  of  pea¬ 
nuts,  and  certainly  radishes  are  a  basic 
food  item. 

I  want  you  to  know  I  am  for  a  parity 
program.  I  believe  in  order  to  have  a 
sound  economy,  the  farmers  must  have 
some  assurance  that  they  can  plan 


ahead  and  that  they  will  have  some  kind 
of  guaranty  when  their  crops  mature  as 
to  the  kind  of  price  that  they  are  going 
to  get.  I  believe  this  country  cannot  be 
prosperous  without  a  sound  agricultural 
economy. 

I  say  to  you  when  we  stick  into  the 
law  language  that  makes  such  items  as 
peanuts  basic  commodities,  I  do  not  know 
exactly  where  we  may  stop.  I  do  not 
want  to  bore  this  Committee  with  a  lot  of 
figures,  but  I  have  the  figures  for  all 
commodities,  and  I  want  to  reiterate  that 
with  all  the  tremendous  acreages  of  the 
other  basic  commodities,  peanuts  has 
been  the  thing  that  has  cost  the  tax- 
papers  of  this  country  the  most  money. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Can  the  gentle¬ 
man  tell  us  what  the  Government  paid 
as  a  subsidy  for  peanuts  in  the  last  year 
or  2  years  ago? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Right  at  this  time 
I  have  only  the  year  1950.  It  cost  the 
Government  $16,625,930  for  peanuts. 
That  was  the  biggest  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  anything  except  wheat,  but 
wheat  had  61,000,000  acres  as  against 
2,000,000  acres  for  peanuts,  and  the  cost 
was  very  little  different. 

As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  from  1933 
through  1951  peanuts  cost  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country  $84,000,000. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  And  that  was 
paid  for  by  the  taxpayers  all  over  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Paid  for  by  the 
taxpayers  all  over  the  United  States.  If 
my  amendment  is  adopted  this  cost  will 
be  saved  to'the  taxpayers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  what  I  was 
hopeful  of  before  has  happened.  Those 
who  are  supporting  this  bill  are  being 
required  to  put  forward  all  their  argu¬ 
ments.  It  is  very  obvious  what  will  hap¬ 
pen  to  those  affected.  The  consumer  in 
the  cities  and  the  farmer  on  the  farm 
will  both  be  doing  some  thinking  about 
the  fundamental  thesis  which  is  being 
expressed  here. 

A  very  dangerous  argument,  in  my 
view,  is  the  argument  that  the  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  support  is  going  to  be  an 
incentive  to  production.  I  say,  with  all 
deference  to  my  friends  who  represent 
the  rural  areas,  that  is  a  two-pronged 
argument,  as  far  as  they  are  concerned. 
I  can  see  the  fight  on  this  in  terms  of  a 
basic  guaranteed  floor  to  the  farmer  to 
prevent  price  collapse,  but  when  one 
talks  about  a  production  incentive,  just 
begin  to  think  about  the  storm  which 
was  created  here  when  the  gentleman 
who  is  now  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
brought  out  a  plan  which  bears  his  name 
which  was  interred,  as  I  remember  it, 
in  short  order  with  loud  howls.  Yet  any 
idea  of  stimulating  production  by  giving 
some  kind  of  a  guaranty  of  production 
payment  is  strangely  reminiscent  of  that 
situation. 
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Let  me  show  you  what  has  happened 
to  the  farmer,  which  I  think  is  very  im¬ 
portant,  because  he  is  still  a  basic  con¬ 
sumer  in  this  country.  I  am  not  un¬ 
mindful  of  the  fact  that  we  eat  what  he 
raises  and  he  wears  what  we  make.  The 
farmer  of  1951  is  having  the  largest 
gross  receipts  which  he  has  had  in  all 
the  postwar  years,  $37,404,000,000,  but 
what  does  he  have  left?  Fourteen  bil¬ 
lion  nine  hundred  and  twenty-nine  mil- 
ion  dollars,  over  two  billion  dollars  less 
than  he  had  in  1947,  which  was  about 
his  best  net  income  years.  In  other 
words,  the  inflationary  spiral  which  is 
created  by  increasing  food  prices,  which 
for  the  short  range  looks  fine,  when  you 
are  getting  large  supports,  begins  to  mili¬ 
tate  against  the  farmer  when  the  prices 
on  the  things  he  buys  go  up  as  well. 

The  last  point  is  this,  and  I  think  this 
is  what  is  worrying  many  of  the  people 
in  the  cities:  We  are  dealing  with  a  lot 
of  farmers  to  whom  this  90  percent  of 
parity  support  is  important  and  basic, 
but  we  are  dealing  also  with  some  big- 
scale  operators  to  whom  this  90  percent 
means  simply  the  basis  for  a  windfall  of 
money  beyond  the  proper  operations  of 
their  abilities  and  of  the  market.  I  think 
that  very  clearly  explains  the  worry  a 
lot  of  people  are  having,  especially  those 
who  are  consuming  these  products  in  the 
cities. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  of  any  comparable  industry  to  ag¬ 
riculture  that  has  lost  14  percent  in  the 
last  few  years? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  think  the  consumer 
has  been  suffering  even  more. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  The  gentleman  has 
stated  the  figures  of  what  the  farmer 
made  and  what  he  had  left.  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  realizes  that  what  they  do 
have  left  is  worth  just  half  as  much  as 
what  they  had  before? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  true.  I  am  only 
pointing  out  that  this  situation  is  catch¬ 
ing  up  with  all  of  us,  including  the  very 
farm  people  we  are  talking  about  here 
today, 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  really  questionable 
as  to  whether  any  comment  should  be 
made  on  this  amendment.  I  think  the 
House  long  ago  recognized  peanuts  as 
a  basic  commodity.  This  is  a  sort  of 
perennial  attack  which  is  made ;  it  is  not 
new;  we  have  settled  it  on  other  occa¬ 
sions,  and  I  am  sure  today  the  House  will 
continue  to  recognize  peanuts  as  a  basic 
commodity,  but  I  think  it  would  be  sig¬ 
nificant  to  mention  today  that  the  acre¬ 
age  of  peanuts  throughout  the  country 
has  been  brought  down,  and  down,  and 
down,  to  conform  more  nearly  to  the 
basic  requirements  for  peanuts. 

Peanuts  have  played  a  very  important 
part  in  our  defense  program  in  the  past, 
and  even  now  there  is  a  great  demand 


for  an  adequate  amount  of  oil.  The 
Secretary  of  Agrictulture  has  asked  for 
the  production  of  a  certain  amount  of 
peanuts.  That  acreage  will  be  held  to  a 
realistic  figure.  There  is  no  need  for  ap¬ 
prehension  about  the  costliness  of  this 
program.  I  think  the  experiences  we 
have  had  in  the  past  have  taught  both 
the  farmers  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  how  to  handle  this  program  in 
such  manner  as  to  avoid  excessive  cost 
to  the  taxpayer  or  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  I  believe  that  the 
Members  of  the  House  will  recognize  the 
necessity  for  carrying  on  this  program  in 
these  times,  and  it  is  our  hope  that  you 
will  vote  down  this  amendment  as  you 
did  the  preceding  one. 

Mr?  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Is  it  not  true  that  re¬ 
cently  the  peanut  program  has  been  put 
on  a  very  sound  basis,  and  that  the  whole 
program  has  been  brought  into  line  and 
that  we  both  this  year  and  in  the  last 
few  years  have  been  coming  back  down 
to  earth  after  these  requests  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  to  increase  peanut 
production  greatly?  It  has  taken  some 
years  to  get  back  to  normal,  but  we  have 
gotten  there. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Absolutely;  and  the 
farmers  themselves  have  voted  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  this  program.  They  realize  as 
well  as  anyone  that  when  abuses  oc¬ 
cur,  that  when  excess  production  oc¬ 
curs  the  cost  is  unreasonable  it  is  dam¬ 
aging  to  the  entire  support  program  of 
the  country.  We  did  not  want  excessive 
planting  of  peanuts  or  any  other  com¬ 
modity,  but  we  did  think  we  should  pro¬ 
duce  the  amount  required  for  the  na¬ 
tional-defense  program. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  The  gentleman 
has  made  an  outstanding  statement,  and 
certainly  a  logical  statement.  I  wonder 
if  some  of  the  opposition  realizes  that 
down  in  the  section  that  I  come  from 
that  a  few  years  ago  we  suffered  greatly 
from  the  boll  weevil  and  that  the  pea¬ 
nut  crop  was  and  is  a  lifesaver.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Preston! 
has  pointed  out,  this  crop  has  been  cut 
annually  and  is  being  cut.  I  think  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  working 
this  out  now  to  the  point  where  there 
is  not  going  to  be  any  loss,  but  I  think 
it  might  be  well  also  to  understand  that 
all  during  World  War  II  it  was  a  mighty 
good  thing  that  they  had  some  peanuts 
or  they  would  not  have  had  any  oils  with 
which  to  cook,  and  it  has  now  been  dis¬ 
covered  that  peanut  oil  is  one  of  the 
finest  cooking  oils  in  the  world  and  pos¬ 
sessed  of  great  medicinal  value.  If  we 
get  into  an  all-out  war  those  people  in 
the  cities  may  be  mighty  glad,  mighty 
glad  that  this  amendment  is  voted 
down,  because  it  may  be  the  means  of 
providing  some  food  and  some  suste¬ 
nance  that  they  would  not  otherwise  be 
able  to  get. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield. 


Mr.  ANDREWS.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  on  his  fight  against  this 
amendment.  I  assure  the  gentleman 
that  I  am  against  the  amendment 
wholeheartedly. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DORN.  I  wish  also  to  join  in 
commending  the  gentleman  for  his  fine 
statement.  He  deserves  the  thanks  of 
the  peanut  growers  in  particular  and  the 
country  at  large  in  general. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  should  like  to  add  my 
word  of  commendation  to  the  others  on 
the  splendid  statement  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  has  just  made.  It  is  a 
clarion  call  in  the  interest  of  the  farm¬ 
ers;  I  think  he  had  made  a  splendid  con¬ 
tribution,  and  I  am  confident  his  posi¬ 
tion  will  be  justified  by  the  vote  of  this 
House. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

(Mr.  PRESTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  Tiis  re- 
msirks  ) 

Mr.'  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  just  made  in¬ 
quiry  at  the  desk  for  a  copy  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  8122,  and  I  am 
advised  that  they  are  not  available,  that 
there  are  no  printed  hearings.  May  I 
inquire  of  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  where  copies  of  the  hearings  may  be 
obtained? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  My  recollection  is  that 
the  hearings  were  not  printed. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Why  were  they  not 
printed? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  For  one  thing,  there 
was  the  time  element  involved.  We  were 
anxious  to  call  the  bill  up  for  considera¬ 
tion.  We  tried  to  call  it  up  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  but  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javxts!  objected.  I  do 
not  think  the  hearings  would  be  very 
helpful  to  the  gentleman.  They  are 
available.  I  can  have  them  brought 
here  but  that  .would  result  in  a  further 
delay.  If  the  gentleman  has  any  ques¬ 
tions  in  mind  with  regard  to  what  was 
said  at  the  hearing  I  am  sure  some  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  can  give  him  the 
information. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman,  who  is  chairman  of  this  very 
important  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
that  I  think  on  a  measure  like  this 
hearings  should  be  available  to  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  on  request. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  may 
be  right,  but  we  passed  this  morning 
three  bills  that  came  out  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  because  they  were  noncontrover- 
sial,  and  we  thought  this  bill  was  non- 
controversial,  notwithstanding  the  op¬ 
position  of  Mr.  Kline  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau.  We  assumed  it  would  be 
noncontroversial  when  every  Republi¬ 
can  on  the  committee  and  every  Demo¬ 
crat  on  the  committee  agreed  that  this 
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is  the  thing  they  wanted  to  do  and  the 
thing  that  should  be  done. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  I  represent  a 
city  district,  as  a  member  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Committee  I  have  supported 
every  bill  out  of  my  committee  excepting 
the  migratory  farm-labor  bill.  I  think 
my  record  clearly  shows  my  interest  in 
sound  agricultural  legislation.  I  spoke 
here  in  favor  of  a  bill  to  increase  the 
acreage  allotment  for  peanuts  and  also 
in  support  of  a  bill  to  raise  the  standard 
upon  which  the  price  supports  for  cot¬ 
ton  are  determined.  I  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  itself  should  deal  with  this  peanut 
question,  but  I  do  not  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  will.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio 
has  pointed  out  how  relatively  unim¬ 
portant  peanuts  are  in  the  agricultural 
economy  of  the  United  States.  He  has 
pointed  out  also  that  they  are  in  a  sense 
a  perishable  commodity,  and  if  they 
are  deserving  of  any  treatment,  they 
should  be  treated  as  other  perishables. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Someone  made  a 
statement — I  believe  it  was  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Forrester] — 
that  we  might  be  glad  some  day  if  we 
had  peanuts  available  for  their  oil  con¬ 
tent.  Was  it  not  brought  out  in  the 
testimony  that  if  this  oil  is  required  it 
can  be  obtained  at  no  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  from  soybeans  and  other  oil¬ 
bearing  products? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  gentleman  is 
right.  I  would  like  to  make  this  point 
with  regard  to  the  perishable  question. 
Until  1941,  section  32  funds  were  used 
to  support  peanuts.  Under  the  law  these 
funds  can  be  used  only  to  purchase 
perishable  commodities.  After  1941, 
peanuts  were  listed  as  a  basic  com¬ 
modity. 

Further  demonstrating  the  perishable 
nature  of  peanuts  is  the  fact  that  up  to 
this  crop-year  no  inventory  of  peanuts 
has  been  carried  over  by  the  CCC,  as  is 
usually  done  with  basic  storable  crops. 
Rather,  they  have  all  been  sold  by  the 
Government  for  crushing.  In  the  case 
of  edible  peanuts,  this  represents  a  direct 
subsidy  to  the  farmer,  because  he  is  paid 
the  support  price  for  edible  peanuts  and 
the  Government  immediately  sells  them 
at  the  lower  price  paid  for  oiljpeanuts. 
Hence,  Wooley’s  reference  to  subsidized 
peanuts  for  oil. 

Now,  to  answer  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  this  is  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Wooley,  former  Deputy  Administrator, 
PMA,  on  February  8,  1951: 

Mr.  Wooley.  We  are  still,  as  of  today,  with 
the  present  oil  market,  losing  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $35  to  $40  a  ton  on  oil  peanuts. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  it  not  entirely  possible  that 
an  ample  supply  of  oil  peanuts  may  well  be 
highly  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
country? 

Mr.  Wooley.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that 
we  can  get  the  production  of  oil  in  this 
country  much  more  cheaply  than  we  can 
through  peanuts.  We  believe  that  through 
cottonseed  and  soybeans  and  other  oilseed 
crops  that  we  can  do  it  more  cheaply  than 


we  can  through  subsidized  peanuts  for  oil. 
Basically,  some  of  that  acreage  that  is  de¬ 
voted  to  the  production  of  peanuts  for  oil 
we  think  could  be  well  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  feed  that  would  result  in  a  more 
profitable  use  of  our  short  land  resources  at 
this  particular  time. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
against  subsidizing  peanuts  for  oil  and 
states  that  this  cropland  could  be  put 
to  more  profitable  use. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  make  the  statement  that  soy  bean 
oil  produces  an  oil  that  is  anywhere  near 
equal  to  peanut  oil? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  am  not  going  in¬ 
to  the  physical  or  chemical  character¬ 
istics.  I  am  simply  giving  you  the  state¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Wooley  of  the  PMA  who  says 
that  the  oil  needs  of  this  country  can 
better  be  supplied  from  other  sources 
than  from  peanuts.  If  you  want  to  raise 
peanuts,  you  can  raise  them,  but  I  do 
not  think  you  ought  to  ask  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  subsidize  you  in  producing  oil 
that  we  do  not  need,  on  a  soil  that  the 
Department  says  could  better  be  used 
for  other  purposes.  If  you  want  to  raise 
peanuts,  raise  peanuts,  but  do  not  ask 
the  Government  to  underwrite  them.  It 
appears  that  this  oil  program,  is  un¬ 
necessary  and  that  other  crops  can  be 
raised  on  the  land  now  used  in  raising 
peanuts.  There  seems  to  me  to  be  no 
valid  reason  for  continuing  to  support 
peanuts  or  to  consider  them  as  a  basic 
commodity.  I  am  satisfied,  if  any  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
were  asked  to  define  &  basic  commodity, 
he  could  not  by  the  widest  stretch  of 
the  imagination  include  peanuts,  ui>- 
less  he  included  99  percent  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  produced  in  this 
country.  There  are  many  other  com¬ 
modities,  dairy  products,  oats,  rye,  bar¬ 
ley,  and  so  forth,  that  are  more  basic. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  gentleman,  in  all  spirit  of  fair¬ 
ness,  since  the  question  of  peanut  oil  as 
against  soy  bean  oil  has  arisen,  if  it  is 
not  a  fact  that  it  is  recognized  by  the 
medical  world  and  by  the  scientific  world 
that  peanut  oil  possesses  qualities  that 
no  other  oil  in  this  world  possesses?  Is 
that  not  true? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  same  thing 
can  be  said  about  castor  oil,  but  I  do 
not  think  we  should  stockpile  that 
simply  because  it  is  different  from  other 
kinds  of  oil.  I  believe  that  the  House 
should  take  this  nonbasic  commodity  off 
the  list  of  basic  commodities  and  then 
pass  the  bill  as  amended. 

(Mr.  MCCARTHY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  said  when  I  was  rec¬ 
ognized,  that  I  rose  to  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  sure  my  southern  friends 
will  not  shout  me  down  with  the  phrase 
vote!  vote!  vote!”  had  they  known  that. 
I  think  my  State  antecedent  got  them 
off  of  balance  for  just  a  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  never  failed  to 
support  agricultural  legislation.  Cer¬ 


tainly,  this  is  their  weakest  case,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  indicates.  If  I 
support  this  program,  then  I  will  follow 
my  distinguished  friend  from  North 
Carolina  on  these  matters  as  usual.  But, 
I  am  doing  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  because 
I  am  being  consistent.  I  bow  to  the 
opinion  and  the  experience  and  the 
awareness  of  the  subject  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  committee.  This  is  their 
problem,  and  because  of  the  procedure 
of  this  House  and  the  way  we  operate 
here  and  because  the  work  is  left  to  the 
committee,  perforce  we  must  follow  their 
advice. 

Now,  the  number  of  bales  of  cotton 
yield  per  acre  in  my  district  is  very,  very, 
very  small,  believe  me.  The  number  of 
peanuts,  the  pounds  of  tobacco  that  we 
get  from  my  coal  mines  would  not  fill 
your  hat.  Yet  I  come  here  year  after 
year  baring  my  breast  to  the  slings  and 
arrows  of  the  outraged  farm  districts, 
and  vote  for  them.  But  it  is  a  one-way 
street,  boys,  it  is  a  one-way  street. 

Yes;  my  miners  will  go  very  hungry 
if  you  do  not  produce  food.  But,  my 
friends,  that  is  not  the  argument.  We 
cannot  live  without  the  farmers.  Any¬ 
body  who  would  suggest  that  ought  to 
have  his  head  examined,  and  nobody  is  if 
he  is  sober,  I  am  sure.  But  what  hap¬ 
pens  to  you  when  we  bring  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  our  problems?  Why  do  you  other¬ 
wise  charming,  gracious,  intelligent,  pa¬ 
triotic,  and  learned  gentlemen  tell  us 
how  to  run  the  coal  mines,  tell  us  how 
to  house  our  poor,  our  starving  in  our 
great  cities?  Why  do  you  not  recipro¬ 
cate  and  take  our  advice  on  matters 
affecting  our  areas  which  at  least  are 
equally  as  important  to  the  general 
welfare  as  your  farm  areas — for  we  are 
the  consumers — we  must  also  live. 

You  point  to  me  in  the  great  debates 
on  the  control  bill  for  years  and  you 
get  down  and  thunder  at  me  that  I 
am  a  Socialist  if  I  support  liberal  legis¬ 
lation.  Daniel  John  Francis  Joseph 
Flood  a  Socialist.  What  double-barreled 
nonsense.  I  would  never  vote  for  any 
Socialist  legislation,  and  you  know  it. 
Housing  for  the  poor  in  the  great  cities. 
That  is  not  socialism — that  is  Ameri¬ 
canism.  I  have  no  great  cities,  but  I 
have  working  people  who  need  your 
help.  We  need  your  help  badly  for  work 
and  safety.  My  friends  have  gone 
through  this  aisle  shoulder  to  shoulder 
for  you  year  after  year.  We  ask  you  for 
bread,  you  farmers,  and  you  give  us 
stones. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  To  the  greatest  friend 
the  farmer  has,  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Preston],  of 
course. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  In  this  year  of  1952, 
when  politics  is  abroad  in  the  land  every¬ 
where,  I  am  grateful  for  that  splendid 
compliment  from  one  of  the  ablest  men 
in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Well,  go  on. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  It  has  been  my  pleas¬ 
ure  to  serve  on  a  subcommittee  on  ap¬ 
propriations,  seated  just  to  the  left  of 
the  gentleman  who  is  in  the  well  of  the 
House.  Unquestionably  he  has  one  of 
the  keenest  intellects  of  any  Member  of 
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the  House.  He  is  one  of  the  ablest 
men  to  ever  represent  the  great  Key¬ 
stone  State  of  Pennsylvania.  I  am  say¬ 
ing  these  things  with  the  greatest  of 
sincerity.  But  I  want  to  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  if  he  did  not 
inadvertently  state  when  he  took  the 
floor  that  he  was  supporting  the  amend¬ 
ment?  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe, 
judging  by  the  remarks  the  gentleman 
has  made,  he  is  in  fact  supporting  the 
bill  rather  than  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Out  of  my  enthusiasm, 
that  was  a  complete  inadvertence.  I 
am  supporting  not  only  the  bill,  but  I 
am  supporting  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  and  then  the  bill,  of 
course. 

Mr.  PRESTON.  May  I  point  out  that 
in  his  remarks  a  moment  ago,  he  made 
some  slight,  very  courteous  reference  to 
the  fact  that  certain  Members  from  the 
South  sometimes  do  not  vote  on  meas¬ 
ures  that  are  important  to  his  area  in 
a  manner  that  would  be  pleasing  to  his 
people,  but  may  I  say  that  the  majority 
of  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  South  have  sup¬ 
ported  public  housing.  There  are  some 
in  each  State  who  have  not.  I  have 
voted  for  public  housing  on  every  single 
occasion  it  has  been  before  this  Congress, 
and  the  majority  of  my  delegation  have 
done  likewise.  We  feel  for  you  and 
your  problems,  and  hope  to  reciprocate 
for  the  generosity  you  have  shown. 

(At  the  request  of  Mr.  Eberharter,  and 
by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Flood  was 
allowed  to  proceed  for  two  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
just  come  from  testifying  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules  with  many  of  you 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in 
behalf  of  that  vital  and  important  legis¬ 
lation,  the  mine  safety  bill.  Now  will 
you  look  into  year  hearts  and  vote,  and 
will  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  preach 
the  gospel  in  the  ears  of  all  our  friends 
from  the  South  to  support  that  mine- 
safety  legislation  when  it  comes  on  this 
floor  as  we  are  going  to  support  you  to¬ 
day?  Now  this  is  a  ball  game — let  us 
play  it. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  want  to  call 
to  the  attention  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pensylvania  and  the  other  Members  of 
the  House,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  that 
the  mine  safety  bill  which  was  reported 
out  of  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor  after  practically  4  years  of  con¬ 
sideration,  and  reported  out  by  a  great 
majority,  a  measure  which  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  favor,  has  already  had  four  dif¬ 
ferent  hearings  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  and  we  do  not  know  yet 
whether  we  are  going  to  get  a  rule,  so 
that  the  House  can  vote  on  that  bill. 
The  bill  passed  the  other  body,  and  I 
am  sure  it  would  pass  here  under  sus¬ 
pension  of  the  rules.  Yet  there  have 
been  four  different  sessions  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  and  we  are  not  able 
to  bring  that  bill  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  up  to  this  late  date.  I  think  that 
is  something  that  should  be  considered 
by  the  Members  from  States  which  pro¬ 


duce  coal,  and  where  thousands  and 
thousands  are  being  maimed  every  year 
and  have  been  for  many,  many  years. 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  and  acting  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  COX.  Will  not  the  gentleman 
agree  with  me  that  the  statement  just 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Eberharter]  is  an  unfair 
statement  in  that  it  reflects  upon  the 
Committee  on  Rules.  Let  me  say  that 
this  bill  has  not  yet  been  printed;  the 
report  on  it  has  not  yet  been  filed.  Yet, 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  committee 
does  not  ordinarily  consider  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  rule  on  a  bill  upon  which  no 
report  has  been  filed,  the  committee  was 
immediately  assembled  to  give  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  application  for  a  rule.  In 
the  hearing  opportunity  was  given  first 
to  the  proponents  of  the  measure.  We 
heard  the  main  advocates  of  the  bill  on 
the  first  day.  Then  because  of  the  im¬ 
possibility  of  proceeding  further  and 
running  until  night,  the  committee  was 
adjourned  over  in  order  to  give  the  oppo¬ 
sition  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  We 
heard  them,  and  then  we  turned  the 
hearing  over  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey],  representing  the 
advocates  of  the  bill,  and  let  him  handle 
it  in  his  own  manner. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  is  a  proper  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COX.  The  Committee  on  Rules 
has  done  everything  possible  to  cooper¬ 
ate  in  speeding  up  the  consideration  of 
the  bill.  Is  that  not  true,  may  I  ask  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  I  think  under  any  and 
all  circumstances,  we  should  be  fair  to 
the  committee  and  to  the  membership  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
Committee  on  Rules  has  cooperated  with 
the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 
and  under  great  difficulties.  I  presented 
the  bill  to  the  committee,  and  they  have 
been  most  considerate  and  most  cooper¬ 
ative.  They  have  not  been  out  of  session 
more  than  a  few  minutes.  I  presented 
the  matter  to  the  Committee  on  Rules. 
If  anyone  should  have  an  objection  or 
complaint  to  file  with  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  I  think  it  should  be  some  member 
on  the  committee.  We  found  them  most 
cooperative. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  have  just  come  from 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  and  in  fairness 
to  the  gentleman  who  just  spoke,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor  and  in  fairness  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Cox],  act¬ 
ing  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Bailey],  handling  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Rules,  just  fin¬ 
ished  10  minutes  ago,  may  I  point  out  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  a  very 
eloquent  statement  in  my  presence  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Rules  thanking 
them  for  the  extensive  opportunity 
we  had. 


Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Cox,  and  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  Mr.  Flood  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  one  additional  minute.) 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  COX.  The  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  is  now  on  the  floor. 

I  have  requested  him  to  make  answer  to 
the  criticism  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Eberharter]. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  situation  as  re¬ 
counted  by  the  chairman  of  the  Rules 
Committee  is  substantially  in  effect  just 
exactly  what  has  happened.  The  com¬ 
mittee  first  heard  us  Saturday  morning. 
Then  they  carried  it  over,  due  to  the 
lateness  of  the  hour,  until  10  o’clock  this 
morning.  The  committee  was  in  session 
until  noon  and  again  recessed  until  2 
o’clock.  Both  the  proponents  and  the 
opponents  of  the  legislation  had  ample 
opportunity  and  courteous  opportunity 
to  be  heard.  The  proponents,  of  which 
I  happen  to  be  one,  are  entirely  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  treatment  accorded  us  by 
the  Committee  on  Rules.  I  am  sure  the 
opponents  of  the  legislation  had  ade¬ 
quate  time  and  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  COX.  One  more  word. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COX.  The  committee  had  to  ad¬ 
journ  because  we  did  not  have  a  quorum 
present  and  because  of  proceedings  on 
the  floor  in  which  Members  were  inter¬ 
ested  we  could  not  get  a  quorum  this 
afternoon.  The  final  meeting  is  set  for 
consideration  in  executive  session  to¬ 
morrow  morning  at  11  o’clock. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  five  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  desire  to 
criticize  any  individual  member  of  the 
Rules  Committee.  Some  of  my  best 
friends  are  members  of  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  appreciate  very  deeply  the 
concern  with  which  they  are  treating 
this  request  from  the  Committee  on  Ed¬ 
ucation  and  Labor,  to  allow  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  House  to  vote  on  whether 
or  not  we  should  have  a  mine-safety  law. 

This  is  a  very  important  measure.  It 
means  safety  for  thousands  upon  thou¬ 
sands  of  coal  miners  in  the  United 
States;  it  means  life  or  death  to  many, 
as  you  know  by  the  very  serious  acci¬ 
dents  that  have  occurred  during  the 
past  couple  of  years  and  particularly 
during  the  past  several  months. 

CXf  course,  if  the  Rules  Committee 
takes  it  upon  itself  to  set  itself  up  as  a 
supercommittee  to  go  into  every  phase 
of  legislation  which  has  been  reported 
out  by  a  legislative  committee,  if  the 
Rules  Committee  seeks,  after  the  ma¬ 
jority  and  the  minority  members  have 
given  consideration  and  approval  to  a 
measure,  and  has  the  approval  of  this 
House  to  go  over  the  bill  as  reported  out 
by  the  legislative  committee,  and  there¬ 
fore  is  given  the  power  to  veto  in  the  last 
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,  few  days  of  the  session  a  measure  in 
which  the  entire  coal-mining  fraternity 
are  very  much  interested,  and  a  large 
percentage  of  the  operators  also  favor 
and  are  interested,  I  say  that  if  the 
House  approves  of  that  method  of  oper¬ 
ation’  by  the  Rules  Committee,  that  is 
one  thing.  I  am  glad  I  brought  this 
subject  up.  I  think  it  is  a  matter  worthy 
of  consideration.  Here  we  are  on  Mon¬ 
day.  We  expect  to  adjourn  sine  die  not 
later  than  Saturday.  A  request  for  a 
rule  has  been  before  this  highly  rated 
Rules  Committee  for  several  days.  I  am 
beginning  to  get  concerned  as  to  whether 
or  not  we  are  going  to  get  a  rule.  I  am 
'beginning  to  get  concerned  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  the  Rules  Committee  will  not  say, 
when  we  come  to  the  last  few  days  of 
the  session,  “If  you  will  put  so  and  so 
proviso  in  that  bill  we  will  give  you  a 
rule.  If  you  do  not  put  so  and  so  a  pro¬ 
viso  in  the  bill  we  will  not  give  you  a 
rule.”  What  will  the  miners  all  over  the 
State  of  Pensylvania,  Illinois,  Indiana, 
West  Virginia,  and  other  States  that  pro¬ 
duce  and  mine  coal  think  about  a  prop¬ 
osition  like  that? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  I  brought 
this  subject  up.  I  am  willing  to  debate 
it  at  any  time  with  anybody. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  If  I  am  on  a 
committee  and  I  think  if  any  other 
Member  of  this  House  is  on  a  committee, 
and  both  the  majority  and  the  minor¬ 
ity,  after  considering  a  bill  for  many, 
many  months  and  days,  then  report  it 
out  practically  unanimously,  to  allow  a 
supercommittee  to  stand  up  and  say, 
“You  do  thus  and  so  or  we  will  not  give 
you  a  rule,"  I  do  not  think  we  are  living 
up  to  our  obligation  as  the  voters  expect 
us  to  do. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  six 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  attack  on  the 
Rules  Committee  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  is  nothing  new,  for  he  has 
been  assaulting  and  lecturing  the  Rules 
Committee  for  a  good  many  years;  I  do 
not  know  why,  but  those  of  you  who  have 
been  here  several  terms  will  remember 
that  he  brought  the  matter  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  House  some  three  or  four 
sessions  ago  and  succeeded  in  passing  the 
kind  of  resolution  that  he  thought  would 
clip  the  wings  of  the  Rules  Committee 
and  get  them  to  come  nearer  doing  his 
bidding.  That  operated  through  that 
Congress,  and  it  was  found  so  unsatis¬ 
factory  that  the  membership  itself  re¬ 
volted  against  that  rule  and  again  re¬ 
stored  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  the 
former  rules  of  the  House. 

I  know  that  the  Committee  on  Rules 
cannot  do  everything  that  everybody 
wants  done  at  all  times;  it  is  just  hu¬ 
manly  impossible;  but  I  think  it  very 
unfair  to  come  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  and  make  this  kind  of  assault 
on  the  Committee  on  Rules  which  has  a 
rather  difficult  situation  under  the  best 
conditions. 

As  to  this  so-called  mine-safety  bill, 
I  think  that  in  view  of  what  has  been 
said  the  House  ought  to  know  what  are 


the  actual  facts  on  that  bill.  Everybody 
knows  that  Federal  mine-safety  legis¬ 
lation  has  been  a  subject  that  has  been 
kicking  around  this  Congress  for  a  great 
many  years.  We  are  now  5  days  from 
the  end  of  this  session.  Not  several  days 
ago,  but  1  day  ago,  Saturday,  the  Rules 
Committee  was  asked  to  meet  and  to 
give  a  hearing  to  this  mine-safety  bill. 
We  met;  we  have  been  meeting  pretty 
much  all  the  time  ever  since.  At  the 
time  that  bill  was  presented  to  the  Rules 
Committee  I  think  the  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  had  had  2  years 
to  work  on  it;  we  did  not  even  have  a 
printed  bill  before  us;  we  had  a  com¬ 
mittee  print  of  what  this  legislation  is. 
Up  to  this  moment  no  member  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  no  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  an  official 
printed  copy  of  that  bill,  because  it  has 
not  been  printed.  Up  to  Saturday 
when  that  bill  came  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  up  to  today  when  that  committee 
has  been  sitting  all  day  on  it,  and  up 
to  this  very  moment,  no  Member  of  the 
House  has  seen  or  had  a  copy  of  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee  on  that  bill  with 
the  statement  of  why  the  bill  should  be 
enacted. 

I  do  not  criticize  anybody;  everybody 
has  been  busy;  but  certainly  criticism 
should  not  be  directed  to  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  which  has  devoted  2  days  to  this 
thing  without  even  having  an  official 
copy  of  the  bill  and  without  even  having 
any  copy  of  the  report  of  the  committee 
on  the  bill. 

That  is  the  true  situation  relative  to 
the  mine-safety  bill.  We  have  labored 
with  it  for  2  days.  I  understand  the  act¬ 
ing  chairman  has  adjourned  the  com¬ 
mittee  until  tomorrow  morning  at  11 
o’clock  at  which  time  he  hopes  to  have  a 
quorum  present;  and  may  we  hope  that 
at  that  time  the  Rules  Committee  may 
have  an  official  print  of  the  bill  and  that 
we  may  have  a  copy  of  the  report. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Let  me  assure  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  that  there  is 
no  criticism  coming  from  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  know  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  is  not 
criticizing;  and  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  has  been  very  fair  about 
it  and  the  Rules  Committee  is  trying  to 
be  fair;  we  have  tried  to  hear  everybody 
who  wanted  to  be  heard,  and  we  have 
now  succeeded  in  hearing  everybody  who 
wanted  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Rules  Committee 
should  not  be  criticized  and  I  know  that 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  are  not  criticizing  us. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  it  permissible  under 
the  rules  of  the  House  for  the  author  of 
an  amendment  to  speak  twice  on  his 
amendment? 


Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rose  in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma 
amendment,  not  my  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  ask  for  a  vote  on  the 
pending  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman; 
there  is  no  pro  forma  amendment  pend¬ 
ing;  the  pro  forma  amendments  have 
been  withdrawn. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  can  fix  the  time  for 
limitation  of  debate  after  the  gentleman 
has  completed. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  was  not  a  question 
of  fixing  time.  It  was  a  parliamentary 
inquiry  if  the  gentleman  could  be  recog¬ 
nized  twice  on  the  same  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma 
amendment. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  no  one  in  this  House  in  my  in¬ 
terest  in  the  mine-safety  bill.  I  have 
between  75  and  80  percent  of  all  the 
coal  miners  in  the  great  coal-producing 
State  of  Ohio  within  my  district. 

In  my  belief,  the  Members  of  this  body 
will  get  a  chance  to  vote  on  the  mine- 
safety  bill  because  it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  majority  leader  has  an¬ 
nounced  he  plans  to  bring  the  bill  up 
under  suspension  of  the  rules.  Am  I 
correct  in  that? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  correct.  May  I  say  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Members  and  the  Record 
that  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Martin]  has  agreed.  Of  course, 
we  get  permission  to  bring  up  a  bill  un¬ 
der  suspension  by  unanimous  consent 
and  under  these  conditions  the  recogni¬ 
tion  would  be  as  the  result  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  on  the  part  of  the  leadership.  It 
is  understood  that  the  Speaker  will  rec¬ 
ognize  on  Wednesday  a  motion  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules  and  consider  the  mine- 
safety  bill;  however,  we  are  anxious  to 
get  a  rule  just  the  same.  The  Committee 
on  Rules  met  as  a  result  of  the  request 
of  the  leadership  to  try  and  get  a  rule 
out.  We  are  going  to  bring  it  up  under 
suspension  because  I  assert  this  is  a 
“must”  bill,  then  have  a  rule  to  resort 
to  in  case  it  is  necessary.  I  hope  the 
Rules  Committee  will  report  out  a  rule. 

The  Rules  Committee,  of  course,  need 
not  feel  very  much  disturbed  about  what 
my  friend  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Eberharter]  said.  His  state¬ 
ment  was  based  upon  .good  faith,  but 
the  facts  are  only  known  to  a  few.  We 
know  him  to  be  a  hard  fighter  and  a 
very  sincere  Representative  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  his  district.  It  has  been  a  sub¬ 
ject  near  and  close  to  his  heart  for  many 
years. 

I  want  to  emphasize  again  that  I  con¬ 
sider  this  “must”  legislation  and  I  hope 
the  Rules  Committee  will  report  a  rule. 
It  will  come  up  under  suspension  of  the 
rules  and  a  rule  will  be  available,  if  re¬ 
ported. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

A  lot  of  Members  have  come  on  the 
floor  since  I  introduced  my  original 
amendment  which  would  take  peanuts 
out  of  politics.  My  amendment  is  one 
to  strike  peanuts  out  of  the  fixed  90- 
percent  section  of  the  parity  bill.  I 
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merely  say  this  for  the  benefit  of  those 
who  came  in  since  the  discussion  got 
onto  the  subject  of  coal.  I  did  not  base 
it  on  the  fact  I  was  out  to  punish  any 
section  of  the  country  because  I  em¬ 
phasized  when  I  introduced  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  I  am  farmer,  I  believe  in  the 
farm  program,  but  the  weakest  link  in 
the  farm  program  is  here  and  it  is  the 
thing  that  is  costing  the  taxpayers  the 
most  money.  On  the  basis  of  figures  we 
have  for  the  years  1933  to  1951  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  peanuts  has  been  the  com¬ 
modity  that  cost  $14,000,000  more  than 
any  other  commodity  while  it  has  less 
acreage  than  any  commodity  except  rice. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  just  want  to  point 
out  in  connection  with  what  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  said  that,  as  I  understand 
it,  the  minority  agreement  was  simply 
that  suspensions  be  in  order  on  Wednes¬ 
day,  but  the  suspensions  that  are  to  be 
called  up  is  wholly  a  matter  for  the 
Speaker  to  determine. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Of  course,  that 
necessarily  follows.  I  think  my  friend 
from  Indiana  will  interpret  what  I  said 
in  the  proper  light,  that  where  your  lead¬ 
ership  consented  to  a  suspension  out  of 
order  it  is-  only  natural  that  we  should 
consult  your  leadership  in  connection 
with  what  bills  would  come  up.  It  is  not 
a  regular  suspension  day  which  would  al¬ 
low  suspensions. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  agreement  is 
necessary  because  suspensions  would 
not  under  the  rules,  be  in  order  on 
Wednesday  except  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Exactly,  and 
would  not  ordinarily  come  up  until  next 
Monday,  when  we  will  be  out  of  here. 

Mr.  WHEELER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  WHEELER.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  relative  to  the  cost 
figures  he  just  cited,  that  a  large  part  of 
those  costs  was  entailed  as  the  result  of 
the  so-called  excess-oil  program  in  the 
peanut  field,  and  that  was  later  correct¬ 
ed  by  legislation. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  gentleman  is  trying  to  pre¬ 
sent  his  argument  in  the  case  fairly  for 
peanuts,  because  he  is  interested  in  the 
welfare  of  his  district.  But,  I  would  like 
to  say  that  for  this  year  we  lost  $7,500,- 
000  on  peanuts.  In  closing  may  I  say 
that  while  I  am  vitally  interested  in  coal, 
as  a  lot  of  other  Members  are,  the  bill 
before  us  is  an  agricultural  bill,  and  the 
amendment  we  are  about  to  vote  on  is  a 
peanut  amendment  to  strike  peanuts  out . 
from  under  the  90-percent  section  of  the 
parity  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  tfie  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  should  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  connection  with  the  legisla¬ 
tion  now  before  the  House.  I  grant  you 
that  there  have  been  difficulties  in  the 
peanut  program.  There  has  been  too 
lost  in  the  program.  But,  I  think  the 
way  to  correct  that  is  with  legislation 
from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
which  I  have  advocated  from  time  to 
time.  It  is  a  fact  that  peanuts  are  not 
a  perishable  commodity.  Peanuts  can 
be  stored  and  peanuts  can  be  kept  so 
that  they  can  be  marketed  in  an  orderly 
fashion  in  accordance  with  the  necessity 
of  the  trade  and  the  consuming  public. 
I  do  hope  the  House  will  not  suppport 
this  amendment  and  give  the  agricul¬ 
tural  committee  an  opportunity  to  fur¬ 
ther  study  this  legislation  to  work  out 
the  existing  and  difficult  problems  in  the 
oil  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle-, 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
losses  were  sustained  because  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  urged  and  requested  the  farm¬ 
ers  to  substntially  increase  acreage 
during  the  war  emergency? 

Mr.  BONNER.  That  is  true;  during 
the  war  years  the  crop  was  increased 
due  to  a  request  by  the  Pats  and  Oils 
Commission  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yielcf? 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  think  to  set  the 
record  straight  we  should  make  the 
point  that  the  big  losses  occurred  in  1949, 
1950,  and  1951,  which  was  after  the  war, 
and  we  had  a  lot  of  time  to  revise  that 
peanut  program  since  then. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Yes;  and  I  have  been 
anxious  to  get  a  revision  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  think  that  if  a  lot  of  the 
things  in  this  program  are  properly 
ironed  out,  we  will  not  have  this  loss. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  This  amendment 
will  not  take  peanuts  out  but  they  would 
be  subjected  to  a  sliding  scale  which 
Congress  decided  should  apply. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Well,  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  take  peanuts  out  as  one  of  the 
basic  commodities,  and  I  hope  the  House 
will  vote  down  the  amendment.  ■ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays!. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hays  of 
Ohio),  there  were — ayes  43,  noes  62. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Dempsey,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the  exist¬ 
ing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and 
for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
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Resolution  705,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE  * 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names; 


Aandahl 

[Roll  No.  126] 
Evlns 

Morton 

Abernethy 

Fallon 

Moulder 

Albert 

Fenton 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Allen,  La. 

Frazier 

Passman 

Anderson,  Calif.  Furcolo 

Philbln 

Anfuso 

Gore 

Potter 

Auchlncloss 

Granger 

Poulson 

Bakewell 

Gwinn 

Powell 

Bates,  Ky. 

Hall, 

Ramsay 

Beall 

Edwin  ArthurReece,  Tenn. 

Beckworth 

Hand 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Belcher 

Harden 

Richards 

Bender 

Hubert 

Riley 

Blackney 

Heffernan 

Sabath 

Brehm 

Herter 

Sasscer 

Brown,  Ohio 

Heselton 

Scott,  Hardle 

Brownson 

Jones, 

Short 

Buckley 

Hamilton  C. 

Sikes 

Burdick 

Judd 

Steed 

Camp 

Kearney 

Stlgler 

Carlyle 

Kee 

Sutton 

Carnahan 

Kersten,  Wls. 

Tackett 

Chiperfield 

Kilday 

Taylor 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Larcada 

Vinson 

Combs 

LeCompte 

Welch 

Coudert 

Lyle 

Wharton 

Curtis,  Nebr. 

McVey 

Whitten 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Miller,  Md. 

Wickersham 

Dawson 

Mitchell 

Withrow 

Dingell 

Morgan 

Wood,  Ga. 

Doughton 

Morris 

Woodruff 

Eaton 

Morrison 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call  328 
Members  answered  to  their  names,  a 
quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLL  CALL 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  roll 
call  No.  125,  as  I  understand  it,  shows 
that  I  did  not  vote.  I  was  present  and 
voted  “aye”  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONTINUING  SUPPORT  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  qual¬ 
ifies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Javits  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Javits)  there 
were — ayes  79,  noes  165. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nayS  were  refused. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  207,  nays  121,  not  voting  103, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  127] 

YEAS— 207 


Abbltt 

Forrester 

Murdock 

Adair 

Fugate 

Murray 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gary 

Norrell 

Andersen, 

Gathings 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

H.  Carl 

George 

O’Hara 

Andresen, 

Golden 

O’Konski 

August  H. 

Gordon 

O’Neill 

Andrews 

Grant 

Patman 

Angell 

Gregory 

Patten 

Arends 

Gross 

Perkins 

Armstrong 

Hagen 

Phillips 

Aspinall 

Hall, 

Pickett 

Ayres 

Leonard  W. 

Poage 

Bailey 

Halleck 

Polk 

Baker 

Hardy 

Preston 

Barden 

Harris 

Price 

Baring 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Priest 

Battle 

Harrison,  Va. 

Prouty 

Beamer 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Rabaut 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hart 

Rains 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Harvey 

Rankin 

Bentsen 

Havenner 

Redden 

Berry 

Hays,  Ark. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Betts 

Hays,  Ohio 

Rhodes 

Bishop 

Hedrick 

Rivers 

Blatnik 

Herlong 

Roberts 

Boggs,  La. 

Hill 

Robeson 

Bolling 

Hoeven 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Bolton 

Holmes 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bonner 

Hope 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bosone 

Horan 

Rooney 

Boykin 

Hull 

Scrivner 

Bramblett 

Hunter 

Secrest 

Bray 

Ikard 

Shafer 

Brooks 

Irving 

Sheppard 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jackson,  Wash. 

Sieminskl 

Bryson 

Jarman 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Budge 

Jenison 

Smith,  Kans. 

Burleson 

Jenkins 

Smith,  Miss. 

Burnside 

Jensen 

Smith,  Va. 

Burton 

Jones,  Ala. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Butler 

Jones,  Mo. 

Spence 

Byrnes 

Jones, 

Springer 

Cannon 

Woodrow  W. 

Staggers 

Chatham 

Karsten,  Mo. 

Stanley 

Chelf 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Stockman 

Chenoweth 

Kerr 

Talle 

Clevenger 

King,  Calif. 

Teague 

Colmer 

Kirwan 

Thomas 

Cooley 

Kluczynskl 

Thornberry 

Cooper 

Lanham 

Trimble 

Cox 

Lantaff 

Van  Pelt 

Crosser 

LeCompte 

Velde 

Crumpacker 

Leslnskl 

Vursell 

Cunningham 

Lovre 

Walter 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lucas 

Watts 

Davis,  Wis. 

McCarthy 

Weichel 

Deane 

McCormack 

Werdel 

DeGraffem-ied 

McCulloch 

Whitten 

Dempsey 

McGregor 

Wier 

Denton 

McKinnon 

Williams,  Miss. 

D’Ewart 

McMillan 

William^.  N.  Y. 

Dolliver 

McMullen 

Wilson,  Ihd. 

Dorn 

Machrowicz 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Doyle 

Mack,  Ill. 

Winstead 

Durham 

Magee  — 

Withrow 

Elliott 

Mahon 

Wood,  Idaho 

Engle 

Mansfield 

Yorty 

Fernandez 

Martin,  Iowa 

Zablocki 

Fisher 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Flood 

Mills 

NAYS— 121 


Addonizlo 

Granahan 

Nelson 

Allen,  Calif. 

Greenwood 

Nicholson 

Anderson,  Calif.  Hale 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Auchincloss 

Heller 

Osmers 

Bates,  Mass. 

Hess 

Ostertag 

Boggs,  Del. 

Hillings 

O’Toole 

Bow 

Hinshaw 

Patterson 

Buchanan 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Poulson 

Buffett 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Radwan 

Busbey 

Holifield 

Reams 

Bush 

Howell 

Reed,  III. 

Canfield 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Ribicoff 

Carrigg 

James 

Riehlman 

Case 

Javits 

Rodino 

Celler 

Johnson 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Church 

Jonas 

Roosevelt 

Clemente 

Kean 

Ross 

Cole,  Kans. 

Kearns 

Sadlak 

Corbett 

Keating 

St.  George 

Cotton 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Saylor 

Crawford 

Kennedy 

Schenck 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Kilburn 

Scott, 

Dague 

King,  Pa. 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Delaney 

Klein 

Scudder 

Devereux 

Lane 

Seely-Brown 

Dollinger 

Latham 

Sheehan 

Dondero 

Lind 

Shelley 

Donohue 

McConnell 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Donovan 

McDonough 

Sittler 

Eberharter 

McGrath 

Taber 

Elston 

McGuire 

Thompson, 

Feighan 

Mclntire 

Mich. 

Fine 

Mack,  Wash. 

Tollefson 

Fogarty 

Madden 

Vail 

Forand 

Meader 

Van  Zandt 

Ford 

Merrow 

Vorys 

Fulton 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Widnall 

Gamble 

Morano 

Wigglesworth 

Gavin 

Mul  ter 

Wo’cott 

Goodwin 

Mumma 

Wolverton 

Graham 

Murphy 

Yates 

NOT  VOTING— 

103 

Aandahl 

Fallon 

Morris 

Abernethy 

Fenton 

Morrison 

Albert 

Frazier 

Morton 

Allen,  La. 

Furcolo 

Moulder 

Anfuso 

Garmatz 

Norblad 

Bakewell 

Gore 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Barrett 

Granger 

Passman 

Bates,  Ky. 

Green 

Philbin 

Beall 

Gwinn 

Potter 

Beckworth 

Hall, 

Powell 

Belcher 

Edwin  Arthur  Ramsay 

Bender 

Hand 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Blackney 

Harden 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Brehm 

Hubert 

Regan 

Brown,  Ohio 

Heffernan 

Richards 

Brownson 

Herter 

Riley 

Buckley 

Heselton 

Sabath 

Burdick 

Jones, 

Sasscer 

Camp 

Hamilton  C. 

Scott,  Hardie 

Carlyle 

Judd 

Short 

Carnahan 

Kearney 

Sikes 

Chiperfield 

Kee 

Steed 

Chudoff 

Keogh 

Stigler 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Kersten,  Wis. 

Sutton 

Combs 

Kilday 

Tackett 

Coudert 

Larcade 

Taylor 

Curtis,  Nebr. 

Lyle 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

McVey 

Vinson 

Dawson 

Marshall 

Welch 

Denny 

Martin,  Mass. 

Wharton 

Dingell 

Mason 

Wheeler 

Doughton 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wickersham 

Eaton 

Miller,  Md. 

Willis 

Ellsworth 

Mitchell 

Wood,  Ga. 

Evins 

Morgan 

Woodruff 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Vinson  for,  with  Mr.  Green  against. 

Mr.  Abernetliy  for,  with  Mr.  Chudoff 
against. 

Mr.  Moulder  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 

Mr.  Morrison  for,  with  Mr.  HefTernan 
against. 

Mr.  Marshall  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Mitchell  for,  with  Mr.  Powell  against. 

Mrs.  Harden  for,  with  Mr.  Coudert  against. 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Heselton  against. 

Mr.  Garmatz  for,  with  Mr.  Woodruff 
against. 

Mr.  Fallon  for,  with  Mr.  Hardie  Scott 
against. 

Mr.  Camp  for,  with  Mr.  Gwinn  against. 

Mr.  Evins  for,  with  Mr.  Taylor  against. 

Mr.  Sikes  for,  with  Mr.  Barrett  against. 

Mr.  Welch  for,  with  Mr.  Morgan  against. 


Mrs.  Kee  for,  with  Mr.  O’Brien  of  New 
York  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Albert  with  Mr.  Judd. 

Mr.  Wickersham  with  Mr.  Wharton. 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Short. 

Mr.  Larcade  with  Mr.  Reed  of  New  York. 
Mi-.  Lyle  with  Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Wood  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Fenton. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Hand. 
Mr.  Morris  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Kersten  of  Wis¬ 
consin. 

Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Potter 
Mr.  Granger  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Maryland. 
Mr.  Bates  of  Kentucky  with  Mr.  Mason. 
Mr.  Hamilton  C.  Jones  with  Mr.  McVey. 
Mr.  Wheeler  with  Mr.  Brehm. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Sabath  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Sasscer  with  Mr.  Brownson. 

Mr.  Riley  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 

Mr.  Richards  with  Mr.  Eaton. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Ellsworth. 
Mr.  Ramsay  with  Mr.  Edwin  Arthur  Hall. 
Mr.  Frazier  with  Mr.  Bakewell. 

Mr.  Furcolo  with  Mr.  Beall. 

Mr.  Dawson  with  Mr.  Bender. 

Mr.  Doughton  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Nebraska. 
Mr.  Carlyle  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Sutton  with  Mr.  Herter. 

Mr.  Tackett  with  Mr.  Blackney. 

Mr.  Kilday  with  Mr.  Denny. 

Mr.  Beckworth  with  Mr.  Cole  of  New  York. 
Mr.  Allen  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Aandahl. 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  changed  his 
vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


I\N:  COSTLY  FALLACY 

of  Mississippi  asked  and 
fission  to  extend  his  re- 
ioint  in  the  Record.) 

of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
;ention  has  on  several  oc- 
;he  past  few  months  been 
'  with  a  patriotic-sound- 
l  sure  that  my  colleagues 
lupport  of  patriotic  meas- 
>e  interested  in  giving  a  , 
tion  to  this  law.  It  is 
American  Act  and  has 
ceen  law-  since\the  last  day  of  the  Sev- 
enty-secoftd  Congress,  March  3,  193.3. 

For  these  past\L9  years  it  has  had  an 
important  influence  on  the  operations  of 
i  the  Government.  Xt  has  affected' a  vast 
volume  of  purchasing  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies.  Its ’'.influence"  has  in¬ 
creased  in  proportion  to  the  increase  in, 

.  Government  buying  and  our  efforts  to 
insure  that  the  Government  agencies 
achieve  the  maximum  degree  of  econ- 
1  omy  in  their  operations. /\ 

1’  On  close  examination' of  'this  law  with 
the  patriotic-sounding'fiame'J  find,  how¬ 
ever,  it  has  been  working  atipross  pur¬ 
poses  with  our  efforts  to  cut  Waste,  that 
■  it  has  frustrated  /the  purpose  \pf  Con¬ 
gress  to  keep  Government  costs*,  to  the 
lowest  minimuip. 

This  Buy  ^rfierican  Act  of  1933,  re¬ 
quiring  Government  agencies  to  spend 
on  some  itqms  up  to  25  percent  above 
the  price  at  which  the  items  are  avail¬ 
able  to  the  public,  actually  compels  them 
to  spend/their  appropriated  funds  waste- 
fully.  The  act  requires,  generally,  that 
goods  /purchased  by  Government  agen¬ 
cies  for  use  in  the  United  States  shall 
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be  of  domestic  origin  unless  their  cost 
is  unreasonable  or  unless  their  purchase 
would  nofr.be  in  the  public  interest.  The 
law  itself  does  not  define  unreasonable 
cost.  However,  purchasing  regulations 
of  the  Government  agencies  do  provide 
a  formula,  based  on  an  administrative 
ruling  dating  back  to  1934,  which  holds 
that  the  cost  of  a  domestic  article  is 
unreasonable  only  if  it  is  more  than  25 
percent  above  the  cost  of  the  same  for¬ 
eign  product  after  taking  account  what¬ 
ever  duty  applies  to  the  latter.  The  re¬ 
striction  against  foreign  goods  applies 
generally  to  all  Federal  Government  pur¬ 
chasing,  including  purchasing  of  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  for  stockpiling,  and  pur¬ 
chasing  by  non-Federal  Government 
agencies,  such  as  local  housing  bodies, 
if  such  agencies  use  Federal  funds. 

The  act  is  clearly  making  nonsense  of 
our  efforts  to  save  the  taxpayers’  money. 
Perhaps  we  ought  not  to  be  too  harsh  on 
the  Congress  which  was  responsible  for 
this  act,  however,  and  should  consider 
the  circumstances  of  its  adoption. 

“BEGGAR-MY-NEIGHBOR” 

It  was  enacted  at  a  time  when  con¬ 
siderable  support  was  being  given  not  to 
curtailing  Government  expenditures,  but 
to  increasing  them  for  the  sake  of  de¬ 
creasing  unemployment.  The  act  came 
about  as  a  floor  amendment  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  and  Post  Office  Appropriations  Act 
for  fiscal  1934.  Like  many  of  the  meas¬ 
ures  proposed  by  various  governments 
during  the  depression,  it  was  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  “beggar-my-neighbor”  meas¬ 
ure.  These  “beggar-my-neighbor” 
measures  attempted  to  stimulate  domes¬ 
tic  economic  activity  at  the  expense  of 
other  countries  and,  not  unexpectedly, 
brought  about  similar  retaliatory  meas¬ 
ures  by  other  countries.  The  act  is  defi¬ 
nitely  a  make-work  law. 

While  the  economic  conditions  of  the 
early  1930’s  are  long  since  past,  this  law 
remains  on  the  books  and  swells  the  al¬ 
ready  rapidly  increasing  cost  of  Govern¬ 
ment  procurement.  The  act  was  adopted 
during  the  period  when  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  expenditures  on  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  amounted  to  $2,000,000,000. 
year  it  applied  to  Federal  Govern/ 
ment  expenditures  on  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  amounting  to  $63,000,000,000.  'This 
year  it  will  affect  an  even  larger  volume. 
This  act  is  working  at  cross  purposes 
with  our  efforts  to  achieve  economy  in 
Government,  to  put  a  brake  on  inflation¬ 
ary  pressures,  to  stretch  the  defense  dol¬ 
lar  and  to  relieve  the  taxpayer  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible  of  the  heavy  bur¬ 
den  which  he  now  bears.  As  long  as  it 
remains  in  force,  we  shall  find  we  are  on 
a  treadmill  in  trying  to  make  progress 
toward  economy  in  Government  buying. 

One  reason  perhaps  that  this  measure 
has  been  permitted  to  persist  so  long  is 
that  its  cost,  while  high,  cannot  be  meas¬ 
ured  accurately.  As  it  is  applied,  the  act 
imposes  such  a  substantial  obstacle  to 
Government  purchase  of  imported  goods, 
in  addition  to  the  tariff  and  other  diffi¬ 
culties  normally  confronting  traders, 
that/it  becomes  almost  impossible  to  sell 
foreign  goods  to  the  Government  and 
therefore  impractical  to  offer  them.  The 
^Government,  therefore,  is  denied  the  op-' 


portunity  to  compare  the  prices  it  has 
been  paying  with  those  it  might  pay. 
However,  some  Government  purchases 
have  recently  drawn  public  attention 
and  have  pointed  up  to  the  potential 
savings  which  might  be  made  if  this  re¬ 
striction  on  Government  procurement 
were  eliminated. 

SPECIFIC  ILLUSTRATIONS 

A  recent  series  of  Buy  American 
cases,  involving  the  purchase  of  medical 
microscopes,  has  been  highly  publicized 
and  has  drawn  considerable  interest 
from  several  committees  of  Congress, 
from  various  Government  agencies,  and 
from  foreign  governments.  During  1950 
and  1951  the  Army  awarded  nine  con¬ 
tracts  for  medical  microscopes,  six  to  an 
Italian  firm  and  three  to  domestic  sup¬ 
pliers.  In  each  of  the  six  cases  where 
the  award  was  made  to  the  Italian  firm, 
Galileo  of  Milan,  the  domestic  micro¬ 
scopes  were  offered  in  sealed  bidding  at 
more  than  25  percent  above  the  price  of 
the  Italian  microscopes,  which  included 
a  United  States  tariff  of  45  percent .  The 
saving  to  the  Army  made  possible  by  tl 
purchase  of  the  Italian  microscopes ,An 
these  six  cases  amounted  to  over  $90,000. 
In  seven  of  the  nine  cases,  the /price 
quoted  by  the  only  two  domestic  firms 
bidding  were  identical  although  their 
prices  varied  from  one  biddjfig  to  the 
next  because  of  different  specifications 
and  different  quantities.  / 

In  bidding  on  contracts  to  supply  the 
Veterans’  Administration  with  micro¬ 
scopes,  the  domestic  companies,  not  un¬ 
der  the  necessity  of  meeting  Italian  com¬ 
petition  because  of. -Specifications  serving 
to  exclude  the  foreign  product,  were  ask¬ 
ing  prices  substantially  in  excess  of  the 
prices  they  vyere  asking  the  Army  for 
what  were  in  some  cases,  I  understand, 
the  identical  microscopes.  The  prices 
of  each  company,  in  bidding  on  Veterans’ 
Administration  contracts,  were  also 
identical  in  each  case.  Special  notice 
of  the  similarity  in  bidding  is  given  in 
the'  last  annual  report  of  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Small  Business. 

An  additional  order  for  almost  1,300 
Last  microscopes  brought  offers  from  the 
Galileo  company  and  the  two  domestic 
firms.  All  three  had  been  dropping 
their  prices.  On  this  bid  the  difference 
between  Galileo’s  price  and  that  of  the 
low  domestic  bidder  was  less  than  the 
25-percent  differential  which  has  gener¬ 
ally  been  applied  as  the  criterion  of  un¬ 
reasonable  cost  under  the  act — actually, 
the  lowest  domestic  price  was  24.1  per¬ 
cent  above  the  Italian  price,  including 
duty.  In  accordance  with  Defense  De¬ 
partment  procedures,  the  case  was  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  Under  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  who  finally  decided  to  split  the 
award  evenly  between  Galileo  and  the 
low  domestic  bidder.  This  meant  a  sav¬ 
ing  to  the  Army  of  $40,000  over  what  the 
Department’s  buy-American  regulations 
would  have  permitted  the  Army  to  spend. 
But  it  also  meant,  on  the  contrary,  that 
it  spent  quite  unnecessarily  about  $40,000 
more  than  it  need  have  if  there  had  been 
no  cost-increasing  Buy  American  Act. 

MULTI-BILLION-DOLLAR  COST 

It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  make 
any  accurate  estimate  of  what  the  Buy 


American  Act  has  cost  the  American  tax¬ 
payer.  The  very  existence  of  the /act 
has  discouraged  economical  purchasing 
practices  on  the  part  of  the  govern¬ 
ment.  It  is  very  reasonable  to  ifistimate 
that  the  cost  has  been  at  lea<a  $2,000,- 
000,000.  It  may  have  beeiyns  high  as 
$10,000,000,000. 

The  savings  to  the  coiifitry  would  be 
greatest,  however,  in  thg  indirect  results 
reflected  in  a  more  wholesome  economy 
within  the  entire  fre?  world.  The  other 
free  countries,  if  Xhey  have  a  stable 
economy,  will  beiJetter  able  to  bear  the 
cost  of  our  joinWsecurity  programs.  The 
enemies  of  communism  must  be  able  to 
carry  as  nvifli  of  their  own  burden  as 
possible.  The  buy-American  law  is  a 
symbol  on  the  trade  barriers  which 
hamper/the  international  cooperation 
the  frge  world  must  have. 

The  economy  of  the  free  world,  if  it 
is  to  be  mutually  strengthened  to  fight 
cpfnmunism,  needs  more  foreign  trade 
istead  of  more  foreign  aid. 

It  should  be  made  quite  clear  that  the 
restriction  imposed  under  the  Buy  Amer¬ 
ican  Act  against  Government  purchases 
of  foreign  goods  is  not  intended  as  an 
equivalent  to  the  tariff.  With  certain 
exceptions,  the  procuring  agency,  when 
it  is  deciding  whether  to  purchase 
domestic  or  foreign  goods,  compares  the 
foreign  price,  including  duty,  with  the 
domestic  price,  as  would  any  ordinary 
purchaser  and  actually  pays  the  amount 
of  the  tariff  included  in  the  price  of  a 
dutiable  foreign  product.  The  Buy 
American  Act,  therefore,  superimposes 
restrictions  on  Government  purchasing 
of  foreign  goods  additional  to  those  al¬ 
ready  applied  by  the  tariff  laws. 


AGRICULTURAL  MILLSTONE 


1 


The  fiction  that  the  Buy  American  Act 
is  necessary  to  protect  the  price  of  cer¬ 
tain  agricultural  commodities  has  grown 
up  over  the  years.  It  provides  no  such 
protection  that  cannot  better  be  pro¬ 
vided  through  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram,  import  quota  agreements,  and 
tariff  laws.  The  Buy  American  Act  is  a 
millstone  for  all  of  American  agriculture. 
It  benefits  no  American  industry  able  to 
meet  the  competitive  demands  of  the 
free-enterprise  system. 

These  added  restrictions  have  an  espe¬ 
cially  undesirable  effect  considering  our 
objective.. of  increasing  the  production  of 
defense  equipment  with  as  few  cuts  as 
possible  in  "production  for  civilian  con¬ 
sumption.  H^w,  the  piling  of  defense 


needs  on  top 
causes  a  scarcit: 


civilian  needs  naturally 
of  many  goods.  While 
we  have  been  tr&ng  to  insure  a  maxi¬ 
mum  availability  of  defense  goods,  this 
so-called  Buy  American  Act  has  been 
putting  obstacles  in\the  way  of  our 
getting  scarce  goods. 

In  addition  to  being  inconsistent  with 
our  defense  program,  the  act  is  at  com¬ 
plete  variance  with  our  won&to  preserve 
competition  and  to  support  our  free  en¬ 
terprise  system.  We  should  ehcourage 
the  healthy  competition  between  for¬ 
eign  and  domestic  goods  which  ordinarily 
takes  place  within  the  limits  set  by.the 
tariff  laws.  When  it  comes  to  Govern¬ 
ment  procurements  and  to  spending  the 
taxpayers’  money,  we  find  that  we  have 


, 
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'SEO®  -  July  '4 


PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R,  8122,  to  continue  the  existing  dual 
parity  formula  for  basic  commodities  through  1955,  after  substituting  therefor 
the  text  of  S;  2115 ,  a  similar  billf  which  had  first  been  amended  (by  a 
McFarland— Chavez  amendment)  to  provide  price  support  for  long  staple  cotton. 

S,  2115  does  not  contain  the  provision,  which  was  in  H.  R.  8122  as  passed  by 
the  House,  to  require  90^-df-parity  supports  on  basic  commodities.  Conferees 
were  appointed  in  both  Houses,,  (pp.  9398-408,  9410-2,  9541,  948^) 


’0BACC0  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  8170,  to  decrease  the  minimum  ' 
n  acreage  allotments  for  burley  tobacco  (pp.  9533-4).  This  bill  will  now 
se\jt  to  the  President. 


78. 


SUBMAHG^tNAL  LAND.  Passed  with  ar.iendment  H,  R*  7317 •  authorizing  conveyance  of 
a  traefc-mpf  SCS  submarginal  land  to  Hope,  N.  Mex,  The  bill  had  been  reported  by 
the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  without  amendment  (S,  Rept.  2 P$7). 


Agreed  to 
$1,950  (the 
the  proper 


e  amendment  which  changes  the  purchase  price  of  the  land  from 
ginal  price  paid  by  USDA)  to  "the  appraised  fair- market  value  of 

(pp.  9522,  9529,  9537-9.)  .  .  / 

v 

Reconsidered  its  action  of  July  3  in  passing  without  amendment 
H.  •  R.  6163,  authorizing  irrigation  works  in  connection,  with  Chief  Joseph  Dan, 
and  repassod  this  bill  with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  compris¬ 
ing  the  text  of  S«  2321),  a  similar  bill  (pp.  9412-3) 


RECWUT X  GL; . 


V 


80. 


81. 


VETERANS 1  BENEFITS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7656, 
-the  GI  Bill  of  Rights  for  veterans  of  the  Korean, "conflict  (pp.  9453-63,  9523)* 
This  bill  will  now  be  sent  tovthe  President.  / 

I  \  / 

WATER  POLLUTION •  Passed  without  Amendment  Efof  R0  6856,  extending  for  3  years  the 
Water  Pollution  Control  ,ict  (p.  9328),  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President. 


8 


2. 


83. 


84, 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civi!]u  Service  Committee  submitted  reports  relat¬ 
ing  to  supervisory  selection  (S,  Bdpt.  2100,  incentive  awards  program  (S.  Rept.  - 
2101),  and  the  reduction-in-forcd  system  (S-,  Rept.  2102)  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
•  ment  (p.  9582).  /  \  ■ 

/  \ 

ELECTRIFICATION*  Sen.  O'Ma^dney  obtained  permission  to  have,  printed  as  a  S,  Doc.1 
a  report  on  rural  electrification  in  Wyo .  (p.  9582). 

Sen,  O' Mahoney  spoke  in  favor  of  adopting  the  '“qo  nf  ere  nee  report  on  H,  R. 
7176,  the  Interior  ajuaropri ation  bill  for  1953,  and  ^ated  that  the  passage  of 
this  measure,  which  /contains  a  $1,000,000  continuing  fhjid  for  the  Southwestern 
Power  Administration,  will  be  a  "milestone  in  the  progress  of  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  throughout,. 44 the  southwestern  area"  (pp.  9542-3)*  .  N. 

WITHHOLDING  P^f,  agreed  to  the 'House  amendment  to  S.  1999.,  authorizing  and 
directing  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  enter  into  agreement's,  with  States, 
Territories,  possessions,  or  political 'subdivisions  thereof,  requiring  Federal 
agendas  to  comply  with  non-feaoral  statutes  imposing  upon  employees  the  duty 
of 'withholding  State  and  other  income  taxes  (pp,  9397-8).  This  bili  will  now 
be  *unt  to  the  President*  •  .  \  » 


fENTS.  iJassed  as  reported  H.  R.  7794,  to  revise  and  codify  the  patent  laws 
(p.  9534).  • 


—10— 


8^\  BANKING  RND  CURRENCY.  Son.  Malone  spoke  in  favor  of  returning  to  the  gold 
\  standard  (pp.  9547-77). 

87.  NOMINATION  of  Raymond  Ross  Paty, to  be  a  member  of  the  TVA  Board,  was  confirmed 

\  / 

88.  PaRM  L0.1IS;  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Moody  inserted  his  report  on  various  aspects 

of  farm  policy  wherein  he  favored  price  supports  but  recommended  .that  a  system 

™TLVT1Ce  lnsurance"  should  be  thoroughly  explored  as  "ope  alternative," 
and  that  the  expansion  of  FH4  activities  "could  do  a  lot  toward  putting  mal¬ 
low-income  farmers  on  their  feet"  (pp.  9408-10).  /  ^ 

89.  EO REIGN  .ID;  eWdITURES.  Sen.  Kern  inserted  a  table  shovL^  per-capita  cost  of 

(  rC194l?%)ln  i0*  an<^  s-‘')0^:c  gainst  high  taxation  and  fpi-cign  expenditures 


\  / 

9°'  Batifie^  Jwo  protocols  prolonging  the  international  sugar  agreement 

i  t  9j  1  and  °»  82nd  ConS*)  in  oyder  to  continue  the  admin- 

strative  framework  provided  for  in  the  agreement  'until  a  revision  of  it  can 
be  negotiated  (pp.  942 5-6).  /  revision  oi  it  can 

91*  ““  ^SKkBCH!  Discussed  and  passed /ver,  on  the  objection  of  Sen. 

1  er,  H.  J.  Res.  218,  to  r*rovide  for  rese^bch  on  air  pollution’  (pp.  9525-6), 

92#  Swkker^CEJWTm^7  DiSCU!-H  ^  paSs4d  0VGr’  0n  the  objection  of  Sen. 
Welker,  S.  J.  Res.  157,  granting, consent  for  certain  States  to  enter  into 

compacts  with  Canada  for  development  of  the  St.  Lawrence  waterway  (pp. 9526-7) 


/ 


93'  P$foSfooo  for  "0C0TiVed’  S;.D0C*  l¥T°V0Sea  a  supplemental  appropriation  of 
tf’air?’?r  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service,  Justice  Department, 

id  in  the  recruitment  program  of  agricultural  workers  from  Mexico  by  pre¬ 
venting  illegal  entry  of  aliens  (June  3^.  ‘  P 

BILLS  INTRODUCED  -  Ju\v  4 

94  PERSONNRT  c-  o(,on  v  c  T  ,  /and  H*V*  8-528»  by  ReP*  Miller  of  Calif., 

9  34?7’  S?H*  Johnst™-/to  Provide  severance  pay  to  certain 

9390^9517)^  ™  er?l05,'ees;  t0  x'ost  Office  \nd  Civil  Service  Connittees(pp. 

expenditures;  \ 

95*  BaSn,®^lvlif82'^y  Sen‘  *ergU30n'  t0  establish  k  legislative  bureau  for  the 
^  dit,  analysis  am  review  of  Federal  Government  prolans  and  projects  for  the 

'tion°of  n  °  lnS  reconn®ndations  to  the  Congress  withlrespect"  to  the  eliminar- 
State  wasteful  and  extravagant  activitiek  and  for  returning  to 

ment  faction?  rf™nts  °r  0ther  a^^  P*bHc  oXivate,  those  ^vem- 
,,  at/^ct.i0Ps  whlch  the^  can  Perform  with  greater  economy\and  efficiency  than 
the  Federal  Government;  to  Government  Operations  Committee  L.  9391) 

Remarks  of  author  and  text  of  bill  (up.  9442-4) .  '  ^  J  ‘ 

RECLAMATION. 

9  ’  M  J‘  ReS’  496,  by  Sep>  Ma«eo-  authorizing  an  Vuiry  by  HC 

tain  practioea  and  activities  of  private  conpanics  ongagS  in  the 

Interstate’  ™d1o  f1”?’  ^  Sal®  °f  electric  “orgy  m  interstateNjonnerce;  to 
ence  be  ^ I™'  Mal°ne’  t0  elininate  the  requirement  that  certain  prefer- 

Canyoh;  to  liblic  2TIS  IP* 
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head  of  each  department  or  agency  of 
the  United  States  shall  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  any  statute  of  such 
State,  Territory,  possession,  or  subdivi¬ 
sion,  which  imposes  upon  employers 
generally  the  duty  of  withholding  sums 
from  the  compensation  of  employees, 
which  were,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  where — 

(1)  the  law  of  any  State  or  Territory  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  collection  of  a  tax  by  imposing 
upon  employers  generally  the  duty  of  with¬ 
holding  sums  from  the  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees  and  making  returns  of  such  sums  to 
the  authorities  of  such  State  or  Territory, 
and 

(2)  such  duty  to  withhold  is  imposed  gen¬ 
erally  with  respect  to  the  compensation  of 
employees  who  are  residents  of  such  State 
or  Territory.- 

then  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident,'  is  authorized  and  directed  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  such  State  or  Ter¬ 
ritory  within  120  days  of  the  request  for 
agreement  from  the  proper  official  of  such 
State  or  Territory.  Such  agreement  shall 
provide  that  the  head  of  such  department 
or  agency  of  the  United  States  shall  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  such  law  in  the 
case  of  employees  of  such  agency  or  depart¬ 
ment  who  are  subject  to  such  tax  and  whose 
regular  place  of  Federal  employment  is 
within  the  State  or  Territory  with  which 
such  agreement  is  entered  into.  No  such 
agreement  shall  apply  with  respect  to  com¬ 
pensation  for  service  as  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  2.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  deemed 
to  consent  to  the  application  of  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  law  which  has  the  effect  of  imposing 
more  burdensome  requirements  upon  the 
United  States  than  it  imposes  upon  other 
employers,  or  which  has  the  effect  of  sub¬ 
jecting  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 
officers  or  employees  to  any  penalty  or  lia¬ 
bility  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  act  re¬ 
lating  to  withholding,  for  State  income  tax 
purposes,  on  the  compensation  of  Federal 
employees." 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  George],  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  concur  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


COMPUTATION  OF  PARITY  PRICES 
FOR  BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COM¬ 
MODITIES 


The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue 
the  existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  is 


open  to  amendment.  . 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Senators  answered  to  their 


names  : 

Aiken 

Bennett 

Benton 

Brewster 

Bridges 

Butler,  Md. 

Butler,  Nebr. 


Cain 

Capehart 

Case 

Chavez 

Clements 

Connally 

Cordon 


Douglas 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 


Frear 

Kilgore 

O’Conor 

George 

Knowland 

O’Mahoney 

Gillette 

Langer 

Pastore 

Green. 

Lehman 

Russell 

Hayden 

Long 

Saltonstall 

Hendrickson 

Magnuson 

Schoeppel 

Hennings 

Malone 

Smathers 

Hickenlooper 

Martin 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Hill 

Maybank 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Hoey 

McCarran 

Sparkman 

Holland 

McCarthy 

Stennls 

Humphrey 

McClellan 

Taft 

Hunt 

McFarland 

Thye 

Ives 

McKellar 

Underwood 

Jenner 

Monroney 

Watkins 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Moody 

Welker 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Morse 

Wiley 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Mundt 

Williams 

Kem 

Murray 

Young 

Kerr 

Neely 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson!  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  because  of  illness. 

The  Senators  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd 
and  Mr.  Robertson]  are  absent  because 
of  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Kefauver],  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  ab¬ 
sent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
McMahon]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Bricker],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Duff],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Nixon]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Seaton]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  are  absent  because  of  illness 
in  their  respective  families. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

Mr.  ELLENDER  obtained  the  floor. 


SUSPENSION  OF  CERTAIN  IMPORT 
DUTIES  ON  TUNGSTEN 
\  '  -  / 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  last 
night  after  I  had  left  the  Senate  Cham¬ 
ber  the  majority  leader,  af,ter  conferring 
I  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer],  who  had 
previously  objected  to  calendar  No.  1070, 
House  bill  5243,  to  suspend  certain  im¬ 
port  duties  on  tungsten,  asked  for  the 

-  immediate  consideration  of  the  bill,  and 
1  the  bill  was  passed. 

There  had  been  a  previous  conversa- 
!  tion  between  the  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
!  nance  Committee  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone], 
j  who  wished  to  continue  to  insist  upon 
his  objection  to  the  bill. 

I  therefore  ask  unanimous  consent 

-  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed 
be  reconsidered,  and  that  the  bill  be  re- 

!  turned  to  the  calendar. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection — 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President - 


July  k. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  advise  the  Senator  that  the  bill 
has  been  sent  to  the  House,  and  the 
House  will  have  to  be  asked  to  return 
the  papers.  Then  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  make 
the  appropriate  motion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Georgia  moves  that  the  House  be 
asked  to  return  the  papers  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  Senator  may  follow  the  re¬ 
turn  of  the  papers  with  a,  motion  to 
reconsider.  / 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  wish  to  state  my  rea¬ 
son  for  my  objection  yfesterday.  Mr. 
Howard  Robertson  of  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  called  me  and  stated  that  we 
are  producing  in  this  country  only  20 
percent  of  the  tungsten  needed  for  de¬ 
fense  purposes,  and  we  are  importing  80 
percent.  Certainly  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  bill  should  be  passed.  The  duty  on 
tungsten  raises  the  cost  of  it  to  $63  a  ton. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  not  made  a  unanimous- 
consent  request.  He  has  made  a  motion. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  understand.  I  want 
to  explain  why  I  changed  my  mind. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  not  debatable.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  wish  to  be 
recognized? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  that  when  the  tungsten  matter  came 
up  my  mind  flashed  to  the  wool  situa¬ 
tion.  At  the  present  time  all  over  the 
country  the  warehouses  are  filled  with 
domestic  wool.  In  my  State  there  are 
nearly  5,000,000  pounds  in  one  ware¬ 
house.  At  the  same  time  the  Army  is 
buying  from  Argentina  and  other  South 
American  countries,  and  also  from  Aus¬ 
tralia.  Our  domestic  producers  are  not 
raising  sheep  and  not  producing  wool 
because  of  the  foreign  competition. 

When  the  tungsten  matter  came  up  I 
objected  because  it  gave  me  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  the  desperate  situation  which 
confronts  the  wool  grower  in  the  United 
States. 

When  I  was  informed  by  the  Defense 
Department  what  the  situation  was  with 
respect  to  tungsten,  I  promptly  withdrew 
my  objection.  I  believe  the  bill  should 
be  passed. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  v,  ish  to  state  that  I  did  not  know 
of  the  later  objection.  At  first,  objection 
was  made  by  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota.  He  withdrew  the  objection.  I 
spoke  with  the  minority  leader,  but  evi¬ 
dently  he  did  not  know  about  the  second 
objection  either.  If  I  had  known  of  the 
objection,  I  would,  not  have  asked  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  consider  the  bill.  The 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]  cer¬ 
tainly  would  have  beeen  entitled  to  no¬ 
tice.  Therefore,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  think  it  is  no  morKthan  fair 
that  the  bill  should  be  brought  back  from 
the  House  and  disposed  of  in  some  other 
way,  if  it  can  be  disposed  of.  Certainly 
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In  five  seizure  cases  the  Government 
moved  in  because  of  refusal  of  the  company 
to  deliver  ■war  material  at  fair  and  reasonable 
prices,  unacceptable  quality  of  product,  in¬ 
efficient  management  or  failure  to  maintain 
production  schedules  for  reasons  other  than 
a  labor  dispute. 

Damages  awarded  by  the  courts  to  private 
owners  of  seized  facilities  have  run  up  to  a 
total  of  nearly  $8,000,000,  including  interest. 
Most  of  this  total  represents  awards  to  93 
motor  carriers  on  claims  that  originally  to¬ 
taled  $50,000,000.  Six  motor-carrier  claims 
still  are  pending. 

Three  coal-mine  seizure  cases,  involving 
claims  of  $290,000,  still  are  pending  in  the 
Court  of  Claims.  \ 


FIRST  ANNIVERSARY  OF  IMPRISON¬ 
MENT  OF  WILLIAM  N.  OATIS  IN 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

V 

Mr.  O'CONOR.  Mr.  President,  ex¬ 
actly  1  year  has  elapsed  since  William 
N.  Oatis,  Associated  Press  corresponds 
ent,  was  sentenced  by  Communist  rulers 
in  Czechoslovakia. 

Before  the  Eighty-second  Congress 
passes  into  history  it  would  seem  per¬ 
tinent  to  remind  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  while  today  will  bring  to  an 
end  this  second  session  of  the  present 
Congress  it  will  mark  only  the  beginning 
of  a  second  year  of  imprisonment  for  a 
loyal  American  citizen  and  newsman 
who  now  is  unjustly  confined  in  a  Czech¬ 
oslovakian  prison.  Mr.  Oatis  was  sen¬ 
tenced,  as  I  am  sure  many  here  will 
recall,  by  a  Czechoslovakian  court  on 
this  day  of  last  year.  Charges  of  es¬ 
pionage  which  the  whole  world  knows 
were  entirely  without  foundation  were 
the  pretext  on  which  he  was  sentenced 
to  10  years  imprisonment. 

As  we  prepare  to  disperse  to  homes 
throughout  the  country,  let  us  give 
thought  to  the  plight  of  Mr.  Oatis  and 
to  his  chances  of  emerging  sound  and 
healthy,  or  even  alive,  from  his  place  of 
confinement.  Every  day  he  spends  in 
his  prison  cell  is  but  another  insult 
added  to  the  many  which  our  Commu¬ 
nist  foes  delight  in  heaping  upon  any¬ 
one  or  anything  representative  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

It  seems  proper,  particularly,  for  us 
to  consider  what  steps  have  been  taken 
or  are  in  process,  to  effect  his  release. 
One  thing  we  do  know  is  that  whatever 
steps  have  been  taken  have  been  com¬ 
pletely  unsuccessful  and  that,  to  all  in¬ 
tents  and  purposes,  there  would  seem 
as  little  hope  for  speedy  release  of  Mr. 
Oatis  today  as  when  he  was  so  flagrant 
a  victim  of  Communist  tyranny  a  year 
ago  today. 

We  talk  of  the  United  Nations  as  the 
one  medium  through  which  world  peace 
can  be  achieved.  Our  experience,  and 
our  lack  of  success,  in  freeing  Mr.  Oatis 
from  the  effects  of  the  injustices  visited 
upon  him  gives  little  cause  for  hope  as 
to  the  eventual  achievement  of  world 
peace.  Such  incidents  as  the  Oatis  trial 
and  sentence  offer  dramatic  testimony 
of  the  large-scale  injustices  visited  upon 
millions  of  unfortunate  residents  of  the 
countries  now  under  Soviet  rule.  If  the 
concerted  weight  of  free  world  opinion 
cannot  effect  the  release  of  one  man 
whose  imprisonment  is  so  palpably  un- 
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justified,  what  basis  would  there  seem 
to  be  for  hope  that  we  could  ever  ar¬ 
rive  at  any  understanding  based  on  jus¬ 
tice  with  nations  and  leaders  who  make 
injustice  rather  than  justice  their  basic 
policy,  and,  in  addition,  seek  out  ways 
and  means  to  impress  their  enslaved 
peoples  with  the  impotence  of  the 
United  States  to  protect  its  nationals 
against  Communist  violence? 

As  I  have  pointed  out  time  and  again, 
this  country  permits  known  subversives 
from  enemy  countries  to  enter  and  roam 
the  Nation  at  will,  while  our  people  in 
Communist-dominated  countries,  if  not 
subjected  to  indignities  or  injustices  as 
was  Oatis,  are  harassed  and  restricted 
in  innumerable  ways.  I  am  convinced 
that  the  longer  we  submit  to  these  in¬ 
dignities  without  drastic  retaliatory 
measures,  the  less  chance  we  ever  will 
have  to  arrive  at  just  and  decent  agree¬ 
ments  with  such  lawless  countries. 

We  have  been  told  that  we  cannot  take 
too  drastic  action,  but  that  does  not  help 
at  all  to  resolve  the  situation.  Maybe 
the  time  has  come  to  start  doing  some  of 
the  things  which  we  are  told  must  not 
be  done.  Perhaps  we  can  find  a  way  to 
impress  upon  Communist  leader/  that 
there  will  be  redress  for  violence  against 
our  people.,  It  may  be  possible  fihat  pro¬ 
cedures  which  our  State  Department  has 
not  seen  fit  to  use  would  be  effective, 
where  accepted  diplomatic  approaches 
have  failed. 

We  cannot  leave  this  session  with  the 
feeling  that  we  have  really  disposed  of 
all  the  problems  facing  us,  when  we 
realize  that  our  Government  has  failed 
to  do  anything  to  help  Bill  Oatis.  His 
pride  in  his  American  citizenship  must 
be  at  a  low  ebb,  indeed.  In  a  previous 
discussion  of  this  important  matter  in 
the  Senate  on  July  17,  1951,  I  advo¬ 
cated  the  adoption  by  the  Senate  of  a 
resolution  that  would  urge  upqn  the 
State  Department  and  upon  other  .Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies  to  prevent  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  free  Communist  press  from 
dispatching,  forwarding,  or  gatherirtg 
news  and  information  in  the  United 


and  House  of  Representatives,  respectively, 
and  to  submit  an  itemized  list  thereof,  in 
duplicate,  to  the  Joint  Committee  on  Print¬ 
ing,  which  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  dispose  of  the  publications  enumerated 
on  such  lists  as  follows : 

First.  A  printed  statement  of  such  publi¬ 
cations  shall  be  submitted  to  each  Senator, 
Representative,  Delegate,  Resident  Commis¬ 
sioner,  and  officer  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives,  and  qliy  Member  or  offi¬ 
cer  of  either  House  having  any  of  such  pub¬ 
lications  to  his  credif'  may  dispose  of  the 
same  in  the  usual  manner  at  any  time  before 
September  1,  1952./ 

Second.  Upon  the  expiration  of  the  afore¬ 
said  time  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing 
shall  furnish  jbb  all  Members  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives,  respectively, 
as  promptly  as  practicable,  a  list  of  the  pub¬ 
lications  herein  referred  to  then  remaining 
in  the  folding  rooms,  and  thereupon  such 
publications  shall  be  subject  to  the  order 
of  anji  Senator,  Representative,  Delegate,  or 
Resident  Commissioner,  in  the  order  in  which 
th/y  are  applied  for,  for  a  period  of  30  days 
after  the  day  when  such  list  shall  be  fur- 
iiished  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing, 
£  but  no  application  for  the  transfer  of  these 
publications  may  be  honored. 

Third.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Printing 
shall  furnish  a  list  of  all  such  publications 
remaining  in  the  folding  rooms  at  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  last-named  period  to  the 
various  departments,  independent  offices,  and 
establishments  of  the  Government  at  Wash¬ 
ington,  including  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  Smithsonian  Institution,  Library 
of  Congress,  National  Archives  Establishment, 
Bureau  of  American  Republics,  and  the  Com¬ 
missioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
such  publications  shall  be  turned  over  to 
any  department,  independent  office,  or  es¬ 
tablishment  making  written  request  there¬ 
for  and  shall  be  allocated  in  the  order  in 
which  their  application  is  made,  and  all  such 
publications  which  shall  remain  in  the  fold¬ 
ing  rooms  for  a  period  of  10  days  after  such 
list  shall  have  been  furnished  to  the  depart¬ 
ments,  independent  offices,  or  establishments 
aforesaid  shall  be  delivered  to  the  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Documents,  Government  Printing 
Office,  for  such  disposition  as  he  may  deem 
to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  submit  a  report  to  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Printing  showing  the  tonnage  so 
disposed  of,  together  with  the  amount  of 
money  derived  from  such  sale  which  shall 
be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  miscellaneous 


States  for  the  governments  or  news  s.  receipts  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 


agencies  of  the  Communist  countries; 
make  suitable  representation  to  the 
United  Nations  for  consideration  of  the 
Oatis  case  by  that  body;  prohibit  trade 
between  citizens  of  the  United  States 
and  Czechoslovakia  until  the  release  of 
Mr.  Oatis. 

I  am  strongly  of  the  belief  that  sum¬ 
mary  action  should  be  taken  so  that 
Mr.  Oatis  and  all  freedom-loving  peo- 
plle  thoughout  the  world  may  know  that 
American  principles  and  American 
rights  will  be  upheld. 


‘in  accordance  with  existing  law. 

\Pourth.  No  publication  which  is  described 
insthe  list  aforesaid  shall  thereafter  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  folding  rooms  from  any  source. 

Mr.  >pA YDEN.  The  suggested  proce¬ 
dure  would  be  very  advantageous  in  that 
it  would  \save  a  great  deal  of  paper  and 
documentation. 

I  move  tffct  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
concurrent  resolution. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  t\the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizor 
The  motion  was '  igreed  to. 


DISPOSAL  OF  CERTAIN  OBSOLETE 
GOVERNMENT  PUBLICATIONS 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  House  Concurrent  Resolution  237, 
which  was  read,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  the  Sergeant 
at  Arms  of  the  Senate  and  Doorkeeper  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  shall 
prepare  a  statement  showing  the  noncurrent 
and  obsolete  congressional  publications  now 
stored  in  the  folding  rooms  of  the  Senate 


WITHHOLDING  OF  STATE  INCOME 
TAXES  BY  FEDERAlVgeNCIES 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  llSd  before  the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  trie  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. Rj?99)  au¬ 
thorizing  and  directing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  any  State,  Territory,  of  posse! 
of  the  United  States,  or  any  polifi 
subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  that 
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it  cannot  be  disposed  of  under  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement.  I  hope  the 
papers  will  be  returned  from  the  House. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  debate  the  question  for  a  minute. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Very  well. 


NECESSITY  FOR  ORDER  IN  THE 
SENATE 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  In  the  last 
days  of  the  session  there  is  a  natural 
tendency  for  confusion  to  exist  in  the 
Chamber.  In  order  that  legislation 
which  must  be  acted  upon  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  and  consummated  in  an  orderly 
manner,  the  Chair  will  ask  all  Senators 
to  cooperate  in  preserving  order.  It  is 
difficult  to  transact  the  business  of  the 
Senate  when  every  Senator  is  talking  and 
transacting  business  in  his  own  personal 
capacity. 

The  Chair  asks  the  occupants  of  the 
gallery  to  cooperate  in  preserving  order. 
The  Senate  appreciates  their  interest  in 
the  proceedings,  but  the  Chair  asks  their 
cooperation  by  not  talking. 


COMPUTATION  OF  PARITY  PRICES 

FOR  BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COM¬ 
MODITIES 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the 
existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  the  early  part  of  this  year  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  held 
hearings  on  three  bills.  The  purpose  of 
the  first  bill  S.  450,  was  to  encourage  ex¬ 
panded  production  of  needed  nonbasic 
agricultural  commodities.  It  was  pat¬ 
terned  after  the  so-called  Steagall 
amendment  which  was  adopted  during 
World  War  II. 

The  second  bill,  S.  2115,  sought  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  existing  method  of  computing 
parity  prices  for  basic  commodities  by 
using  both  the  old  formula  and  the 
new  formulas. 

The  third  bill,  S.  2996,  introduced  by 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  KEifa], 
provided  100  percent  of  parity  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  all  major  commodities,  basic 
and  nonbasic. 

After  holding  hearings  for  four  days 
the  committee  decided  to  take  no  action 
on  S.  450  and  S.  2996,  and  reported  unan¬ 
imously  S.  2115  with  an  amendment. 

The  sole  purpose  of  S.  2115  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  to  continue  the  present  law  with 
regard  to  the  use  of  the  dual  parity  for¬ 
mula  in  fixing  parity  prices  for  the  basic 
commodities  for  a  period  of  2  years  fol¬ 
lowing  December  31,  1953.  While  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  objected  to 
a  permanent  entension  of  the  dual  pari¬ 
ty  system  for  the  basis  commodities,  the 
Department  later  submitted  a  report  to 
the  committee  stating  that  it  would  be 
unwise  to  permit  a  sharp  drop  in  the 
price,  support  levels  for  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  at  this  time  and  that  one  way 
to  avoid  this  was  to  continue  the  dual 
parity  system  through  1955. 


The  purpose  of  the  pending  bill,  H.  R. 
8122  in  one  of  Its  provisions,  is  the  same 
as  that  of  S.  2115,  indeed,  the  language  is 
identical.  In  addition  the  House  bill 
adds  another  section,  section  2. 

The  purpose  of  section  2  is  to  make  the 
level  of  support  prices  to  cooperators  90 
percent  of  parity  for  the  years  1953, 1954, 
and  1955  in  the  case  of  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  with  respect  to  which 
producers  have  not  disapproved  mar¬ 
keting  quotas. 

The  committee  refused  to  approve  the 
second  portion  of  the  bill,  with  reference 
to  making  mandatory  90  percent  sup¬ 
port  prices  for  3  years,  because  of 
opposition  in  committee.  Several  Sena¬ 
tors  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle  objected 
to  the  proposal.  A  further  reason  was 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under 
the  law  as  it  is  now  written,  has  the  right 
and  power  to  fix  support  prices  at  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity. 

I  now  offer  an  amendment  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the 
pending  House  bill  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  text  of  Senate  bill  2115.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  House  bill  8122,  and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G)  of  the 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  the  parity  price  for 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity  as  of  any 
date  during  the  6-year  period  beginning 
January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its 
parity  price  computed  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  to 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I  offer 
on  behalf  of  myself  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  an  amend¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  long  staple  cot¬ 
ton,  which  I  hope  the  Senate  will  accept. 
Long-staple  cotton  is  a  strategic  ma¬ 
terial,  and  for  it  there  is  needed  a  better 
program  than  the  one  provided  by  the 
Munitions  Board,  and  one  on  which  the 
producers  can  rely.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  take  the  amendment  to  conference. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  was 
agreed  to  will  be  reconsidered,  in  order 
that  the  amendment  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland], 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
may  be  considered. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
can  state  in  substance  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  provides. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  reading  of  the  amendment 
to  the  amendment  will  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
McFarland  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Cha¬ 


vez)  to  Mr.  Ellender’s  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute,  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  to  Insert: 

“Sec.  — .  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  Is  amended  as  follows: 

"1.  Add  a  new  subsection  (f)  at  the  end 
of  section  101  of  such  act,  as  follows: 

‘“(f)  The  provisions  of  this  act  relating 
to  price  support  for  cotton  shall  apply  sev¬ 
erally  to  (1)  American  upland  cotton,  and 
(2)  extra-long  staple  cotton  described  in 
subsectio”  (a)  and  ginned  as  required  by 
subsection  (e)  of  section  347  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
except  that  the  level  of  price  support  which 
shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  for 
extra-long  staple  cotton  if  producers  have 
not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  therefor 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on 
the  basis  of  the  cost  of  production  of  extra- 
long  staple  cotton  in  relation  to  the  cost 
of  production  of  American  upland  cotton 
ir  the  areas  where  both  of  these  types  of 
cotton  are  produced.  Disapproved  by  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  quota  proclaimed  under  such 
section  347  shall  place  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  101  (d)  (3)  of  this  act 
with  respect  to  the  extra-long  staple  cotton 
described  in  subsection  (a)  of  such  section 
347.  Nothing  contained  herein  shall  affect 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  section 
402  to  make  support  available  for  extra-long 
staple  cotton  in  accordance  with  such  sec¬ 
tion  402.’ 

“2.  Add  a  new  section  420  to  such  act, 
reading  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  420.  Any  price-support  program  in 
effect  on  cottonseed  or  any  of  its  products 
shall  likewise  be  extended  to  the  same  seed 
and  products  of  the  cottons  defined  under 
section  347  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.’ 

“Sec.  — .  Section  347  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘LONG  STAPLE  COTTON 

“  ‘Sec.  347.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  section,  the  provisions  of  this 
part  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cot¬ 
ton  which  is  produced  from  pure  strain 
varieties  of  the  Barbadense  species,  or  any 
hybrid  thereof,  or  other  similar  types  of 
extra  long  staple  cotton  designated  by  the 
Secretary  having  characteristics  needed  for 
various  end  uses  for  which  American  upland 
cotton  is  not  suitable,  and  grown  in  irrigated 
cotton-growing  regions  of  the  United  States 
designated  by  the  Secretary  or  other  areas 
designated  by  the  Secretary  as  suitable  for 
the  production  of  such  varieties  or  types. 

‘“(b)  Whenever  during  any  calender  year, 
not  later  than  October  15,  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  that  the  total  supply  of  cotton 
described  in  subsection  (a)  for  the  market¬ 
ing  year  beginning  in  such  calendar  year  will 
exceed  the  normal  supply  thereof  for  such 
marketing  year  by  more  than  8  percent,  the 
Secretary  shall  proclaim  such  fact  and  a 
national  marketing  quota  shall  be  in  effect 
for  the  crop  of  such  cotton  produced  in  the 
next  calendar  year.  The  Secretary  shall 
also  determine  and  specify  in  such  proclama¬ 
tion  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing 
quota  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of  cotton 
described  in  subsection  (a)  adequate  to 
make  available  a  normal  supply  of  such 
cotton,  taking  into  account  (1)  the  esti¬ 
mated  carry-over  at  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year  which  begins  in  the  next 
calendar  year,  and  (2)  the  estimated  imports 
during  such  marketing  year.  The  national 
marketing  quota  for  cotton  described  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  for  any  year  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  larger  of  30,000  bale%  or  a  number 
of  bales  equal  to  30  percent  of  the  estimated 
domestic  consumption  plus  exports  of  such 
cotton  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in 
the  calendar  year  in  which  such  quota  is 
proclaimed. 
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••  ‘(c)  AU  provisions  of  this  act,  except 
section  342,  subsections  (h),  (k),  and  (1)  of 
section  344,  the  parenthetical  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  acreages  regarded  as  having  been 
planted  to  cotton,  and  the  provisions  relat¬ 
ing  to  minimum  small  farm  allotments,  shall. 
Insofar  as  applicable,  apply  to  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  authorized 
by  this  section:  Provided,  that  the  applica¬ 
ble  penalty  rate  for  such  cotton  under  sec¬ 
tion  346  shall  be  50  percent  of  the  parity 
price  for  American-Egyptian  cotton  as  of  the 
date  specified  therein. 

‘“(d)  Unless  marketing  quotas  are  in  ef¬ 
fect  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  penalty  provisions  of  section  346  shall 
not  apply  to  any  cotton  the  staple  of  which 
Is  l/2  inches  or  more  in  length. 

“‘(e)  The  exemptions  authorized  by  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (d)  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  unless  (1)  the  cotton  is  ginned  on  a 
roller-type  gin  or  (2)  the  Secretary  author¬ 
izes  the  cotton  to  be  ginned  on  another  type 
gin  for  experimental  purposes  or  to  prevent 
loss  of  the  cotton  due  to  frost  or  other  ad¬ 
verse  conditions.’  ” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand  its  purpose,  the  amendment 
submitted  to  my  amendment  is  intended 
to  give  to  long  staple  cotton  producers 
price  support  similar  to  that  given  to  up¬ 
land  cotton  producers. 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  That  is  correct, 
up  to  30,000  bales. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  amendment 
would  establish  a  minimum  marketing 
quota  equal  to  the  larger  of  30,000  bales 
or  30  percent  of  estimated  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  and  exports;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  state  that  the  committee  con¬ 
sidered  the  amendment,  but  took  no 
action  on  it  because  it  was  to  be  attached 
to  a  very  controversial  cotton  bill,  known 
as  the  Abernethy  bill.  Inasmuch  as  we 
took  no  action  on  the  Abernethy  bill,  no 
action  was  taken  on  the  amendment.  In 
discussing  the  amendment,  the  commit* 
tee  agreed  that  its  provisions  should  con¬ 
form  to  the  recommendations  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  We  under¬ 
stand  that  the  pending  amendment  is 
practically  in  line  with  what  the  Depart¬ 
ment  recommends  and  in  those  instances 
where  the  Department  objects  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  amendment,  I  hope  to  ad¬ 
just  them  in  conference  with  the  House. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  take  this  amendment 
to  my  amendment  to  conference. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  McFarland],  for  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
to  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Without  objection,  the  amendment  to 
the  amendnment  is  agreed  to. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
as  amended.  Without  objection,  the 
amendment  as  amended  is  agreed  to. 

If  there  is  no  further  amendment  to  be 
submitted,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendment  and  third  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
speak  on  the  pending  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  is  recognized. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  the  able 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  Mr.  Ellender, 
explained  the  provisions  of  the  bill  very 
well.  I  should  like,  however,  to  make  a 
few  comments. 

Commencing  with  the  enactment  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  there  was 
adopted  a  new  parity  formula  known  as 
the  modernized  parity  formula.  Until 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the  formula 
which  was  used  to  determine  parity 
prices  was  the  old  1909-14  base  period 
formula. 

The  major  basis  of  determining  parity 
under  the  old  parity  formula  was  how 
many  bushels  of  wheat  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  buy  a  plow,  how  many  pounds 
of  cotton  would  be  required  to  purchase  a 
cotton  picker,  or  how  many  bushels  of 
corn  would  be  required  to  purchase  a 
corn  planter,  and  so  on. 

The  modernized  parity  formula  used 
as  a  major  basis  of  determining  parity 
the  average  price  received  for  farm  com¬ 
modities  during  the  previous  10 -year 
period.  When  first  adopted  the  level  of 
parity  under  the  modernized  parity  for¬ 
mula  was  much  lower  for  basics  than 
under  the  old  formula. 

The  contention  of  the  supporters  of 
the  modernized  parity  formula  was  that 
r.s  the  years  passed,  the  level  of  parity 
prices  under  the  modernized  formula 
would  be  about  equal  to  those  under  the 
old  formula  for  basic  commodities. 

There  would  have  been  considerable 
justification  for  that  contention,  had 
times  been  normal.  However,  because 
of  the  international  situation  and  the 
resultant  security  program  here  in  the 
United  States,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  purposely  carrying  over  large 
surpluses  of  the  major  agricultural 
commodities. 

No  three  commodities  are  more  im¬ 
portant  to  the  existence  of  man  than 
are  wheat,  corn,  and  cotton.  Because 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  calling  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion  at  a  time  when  we  are  carrying  over 
large  surpluses,  the  surpluses  we  are  cre¬ 
ating  by  the  increased  production  are 
a  burden  on  the  market,  and  hold  down 
the  prices  to  support  levels  or  below. 

Presently,  the  average  cash  price  for 
wheat  in  the  United  States  is  only  84 
percent  of  parity,  while  the  support  price 
is  90  percent  of  parity.  By  depressing 
prices  in  that  manner,  we  can  easily 
understand  how  the  average  pi’ice,  as 
we  move  ahead  under  the  modernized 
parity  formula  is  lower  than  it  would 
normally  be. 

For  that  reason,  the  spread  has  been 
widened  between  the  old  parity  formula 
level  and  the  level  established  under  the 
modernized  parity  formula  rather  than 
narrowed. 

Actually,  we  should  not  be  carrying 
these  wheat  and  other  surpluses  for  war- 
emergency  needs  under  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  at  all.  Under  a  dif¬ 
ferent  program  we  are  stockpiling  scarce 
war  materials,  such  as  tin,  rubber,  zinc, 
and  perhaps  50  or  75  others;  and  they 
do  not  come  into  competition  with  prices 
of  industrial  products. 

But  in  the  case  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  we  are  operating  both  a  Com¬ 
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modity  Credit  Corporation  program  to 
support  farm  commodity  prices  and  a 
separate  program  to  produce  increased 
surpluses  and  carry  them  purposely  for 
war  needs.  As  a  result,  prices  have  been 
depressed,  and  the  modernized-  parity 
formula  has  not  had  a  chance  to  operate 
as  it  might  have  otherwise. 

It  is  for  that  reason  that  we  are  ask¬ 
ing  for  an  extension  for  2  years  of  the 
use  of  the  two  parity  formulas,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  higher,  for  the  basic  com¬ 
modities. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  has  agreed  to  study  the 
whole  parity  formula  system,  in  the  hope 
of  bringing  out  next  year  a  parity  for¬ 
mula  which  will  be  more  equitable  to  all 
segments  of  agriculture. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  period  since 
World  War  II,  we  have  appropriated 
approximately  $30,000,000,000  for  for¬ 
eign  assistance.  The  countries  that  are 
receiving  this  money  are  buying  our  farm 
commodities,  in  most  cases  at  far  below 
the  cost  of  production. 

With  respect  to  dairy  products,  we 
have  been  selling  our  surplus  at  10, 15,  or 
probably  not  higher  than  50  percent  of 
parity. 

Under  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment,  we  are  providing  these  countries 
with  wheat  at  $1.80«^a  bushel,  which 
probably  would  come  within  the  range 
of  70  to  75  percent  of  parity. 

As  a  result,  the  cost  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Wheat  Agreement  has  been  ap¬ 
proximately  $600,000,000,  as  estimated 
by  Mr.  Kline,  president  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation.  As  he  has 
pointed  out  in  his  telegram  to  all  Sen¬ 
ators,  Mr.  Kline,  rather  than  defend 
this  worth-while  program,  tends  to  con¬ 
demn  it  in  his  telegram  to  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  in  his  opposition  to  the 
House  bill  we  are  now  considering. 
Actually,  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  program  ought  to  have  been  a  part 
of  the  foreign-assistance  program  and  its 
losses  changed  where  it  rightfully  be¬ 
longs — the  foreign  assistance  program 
for  which  we  are  spending  billions. 

Mr.  President,  I  may  point  out  that 
in  the  foreign  assistance  appropriation 
bill  which  was  passed  just  yesterday, 
providing  economic  assistance  to  foreign 
countries,  there  is  an  item  of  $1,282,000,- 
000  to  give  foreign  countries  money  with 
which  to  purchase  industrial  equipment 
in  the  United  States.  Some  of  these 
items  are  very  interesting. 

For  instance,  in  the  bill  there  is  an 
item  of  $10,000,000  for  the  purchase  of 
farm  equipment.  What  price  will  those 
countries  have  to  pay  for  that  equip¬ 
ment?  Not  80  percent  or  90  percent  of 
a  fair  price,  but  probably  100  percent 
or  more. 

The  bill  contains  an  item  of  $11,000,- 
000  for  the  purchase  of  fertilizer — again, 
not  at  80  percent  or  90  percent  of  a  fair 
price,  as  in  the  case  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

The  bill  contains  an  item  of  $93,000,000 
for  the  purchase  of  industrial  machinery 
and  equipment;  $100,000,000  for  iron  and 
steel;  $69,000,000  for  aluminum;  $68,- 
000,000  for  copper;  $34,000,000  for  zinc; 
$66,000,000  for  industrial  chemicals; 
$63,000,000  for  solid  fuels;  $8,000,000  for 
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lead;  $13,000,000  for  lumber;  $14,000,000 
for  paper  and  pulp;  and  $23,000,000  for 
nonferrous  ores.  Foreign  countries  will 
have  United  States  appropriations  to  pay 
full  price  for  these  huge  amounts  of  in¬ 
dustrial  goods  at  the  full  price. 

Another  item  is  for  $4,200,000,000  for 
military  assistance.  That  money  will  be 
used  to  purchase  military  equipment, 
most  of  which  will  be  purchased  in  the 
United  States,  not  at  60  percent,  70  per¬ 
cent,  80  percent,  or  90  percent  of  a  fair 
price,  but  probably  at  100  percent  or 
better.  Why  do  we  have  to  sell  our  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  at  reduced  prices 
and  charge  the  loss  to  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram? 

I  am  attempting  to  point  out  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  farmers’  end  of  this 
entire  assistance  program  and  that  with 
respect  to  industry. 

Those  who  charge  that  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Wheat  Agreement  or  other  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  have  been  a  great  loss 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  ought 
to  consider  the  part  the  farmers  are 
playing  in  this  international  plan  of 
security. 

Actually,  Mr.  President,  during  the  18 
years  of  operation  of  the  farm  price- 
jsupport  program,  so  far  as  basic  farm 
commodities  are  concerned — namely, 
wheat,  corn,  cotton,  rice,  tobacco,  and 
peanuts — until  June  30, 1951,  there  was  a 
net  profit  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  $40,000,000.  The  latest 
figure  as  of  June  30,  this  year,  is  not 
available,  and,  I  understand,  will  not  be 
available  for  a  few  days. 

There  has  been  a  net  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  so  far  as  perishables  and  other 
than  basic  commodities,  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  of  approximately 
$1,000,000,000.  That  is  understandable, 
because  almost  half  of  it  was  due  to  the 
potato  support-price  program. 

Again,  I  may  point  out  that  we  have 
been  selling  our  surpluses,  particularly 
surpluses  of  dairy  products,  eggs,  and 
other  farm  commodities,  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  people  of  Europe,  if  they 
were  to  survive,  at  10,  15,  and  20  cents 
on  the  dollar,  while  we  are  providing  bil¬ 
lions  and  billions  of  dollars  worth  of  in¬ 
dustrial  equipment  at  the  price  de¬ 
manded  for  it  by  industry  in  this  coun¬ 
try. 

I  may  say  to  those  who  condemn  the 
program  of  helping  the  people  of  Europe 
by  giving  them  the  most  essential  thing 
in  their  life — which  is  food — and  who 
condemn  the  cost  of  that  program,  ought 
to  consider  what  we  are  doing  on  the 
industrial  side. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  have  preferred 
to  support  the  House  bill  known  as  the 
Cooley  bill,  which  embodies  what  is  in 
the  Young-Russell  bill,  namely,  the  con¬ 
tinuing  of  the  use  of  the  dual  parity  pro¬ 
gram  for  an  additional  2  years.  That 
bill  contains  the  provisions  of  a  bill 
which  I  introduced  almost  a  year  ago. 
Senate  bill  450,  which  would  extend  90 
percent  supports  for  an  additional  period 
of  years.  I  understand — and  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  say — that  there  are  not  sufficient 
votes  in  the  Senate  to  secure  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  these  desirable  provisions  of 
the  Cooley  bill,  so  our  only  alternative  is  * 
to  support  the  substitute  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 


Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  first  like  to 
'congratulate  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  upon  his  excellent  presentation. 
As  a  colleague  of  his  on  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  I 
know  how  hard  he  works  on  farm  prob¬ 
lems,  and  how  carefully  he  has  studied 
this  situation.  While  I  associate  my¬ 
self  completely  with  him  in  feeling  that 
it  would  be  much  better  to  have  the 
Cooley  bill  approved  today,  I,  along  with 
him,  also  realize  that  in  the  closing  day, 
or  next  to  the  last  day  of  this  session, 
there  is  no  possibility  of  overcoming  the 
opposition  which  exists  in  this  body  to 
the  Cooley  bill.  I  simply  want  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  fact  that  while  the  Young- 
Russell  bill  will  constitute  a  firm  step 
forward,  we  have  the  further  protection 
that  in  the  Defense  Production  Act  there 
is  a  guaranty  of  90-percent  parity  for 
another  year. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  feel  that,  during 
that  year,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry  under  the  able, 
distinguished,  and  completely  nonparti¬ 
san  leadership  of  our  friend  and  chair¬ 
man,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the 
Senate  and  the  House  can  work  out  a 
support-price  program  to  serve  as  a 
foundation  and  as  a  continuing  aid  to 
American  prosperity? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  agreement  reached  in  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  that 
he  and  I,  as  well  as  many  other  members 
of  the  committee,  see  eye  to  eye  as  to 
what  we  should  do  for  agriculture.  The 
question  is,  What  can  be  enacted?  I 
should  like  to  say  that  the  Cooley  bill  is, 
I  think,  an  excellent  bill.  Though  op¬ 
posed  by  the  Farm  Bureau  and  the 
Grange,  it  was  reported  unanimously 
by  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
and  it  received  a  vote  of  more  than  2  to 
1  by  the  Members  of  the  House;  which 
indicates  that  the  Members  of  that  body, 
representing  the  large  consuming  areas, 
and  the  farm  areas,  recognized  the  need 
of  the  bill,  and  what  it  could  accomplish, 
both  for  the  consumers  and  farmers  of 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  So,  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield  further,  were  it 
not  for  the  fact  that  we  have  in  the 
Defense  Production  Act  precisely  the 
same  protection  for  a  year  that  the 
Cooley  bill  would  give  us  for  3  years - 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  But  for  that,  I  would 
now  join  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  and  many  other  friends  of  the 
farmer,  I  am  sure,  in  remaining  here, 
through  July  and  August,  and  even  Sep¬ 
tember,  if  necessary,  in  order  to  give  my 
support  to  a  suitable  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  farmers.  However,  I  am 
certain  that  the  position  of  the  two  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Agriculture  is  such  that  dur¬ 
ing  the  coming  session  of  the  Congress 
they  will  arrive  at  a  formula  for  contin¬ 
uing  the  price-support  program. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  I  desire  to  point  out 
what  the  emergency  war  program  is  do¬ 
ing  to  the  farmers.  The  Agriculture 
_  Department  has  been  asking  farmers  to 
increase  their  wheat  production  at  a 
time  when  we  had  a  surplus  of  wheat;  it 
was  asking  the  cotton  farmers  to  go  all 
out  in  production  of  cotton,  thereby  cre¬ 
ating  a  tremendous  surplus.  Is  there 
anyone  who  doubts  that  the  creation  of 
a  surplus  has  the  effect  of  beating  down 
prices,  if  the  surplus  is  sufficiently  large? 
Certainly  the  farmers  who  are  doing 
their  part  in  the  emergency  war  pro¬ 
gram  are  entitled  to  protection.  Now, 
certainly,  with  the  surplus  which  is  be¬ 
ing  created  by  compliance  on  the  part  of 
the  farmers  with  the  request  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  increase  pro¬ 
duction,  the  increased  production  will 
cause  prices  to  drop  drastically. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  application  of  the 
90  percent  of  parity  support  program  is 
precisely  the  wartime  philosophy  which 
is  being  applied  to  other  segments  of  the 
American  economy.  We  meet  the  labor 
situation  by  giving  labor  a  minimum 
wage  law.  We  meet  the  manufacturers’ 
and  industrialists’  position  by  giving 
them  amortization  contracts,  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  tax  relief,  and  by  giving  them 
cost-plus-fee  contracts.  Were  it  not  for 
the  amendment  incorporated  in  the  De¬ 
fense  Production  Act  continuing  the  90 
percent  of  parity-support  prices,  it  would 
mean  that  the  farmer  alone,  in  the  whole 
economy,  would  be  expected  to  produce 
for  the  war  situation  and  the  emergency 
and  to  take  the  entire  risk  upon  his  own 
shoulders  with  respect  to  the  income  he 
receives  instead  of  simply  applying  to  the 
farmer  the  same  kind  of  formula  which 
is  being  applied  to  other  types  of  econ¬ 
omy. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  wrong  in  saying  that  the  Defense 
Production  Act  guarantees  net  profits. 
I  think  that  all  it  says  is  that  the  OPS 
Director  shall  not  set  a  ceiling  below 
90  percent.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
guaranty  up  to  90  percent,  whatever. 
I  have  the  bill  before  me  now,  for  the 
first  time,  but  if  I  remember  correctly, 
it  only  says  that  the  OPS  Director  shall 
not  set  a  ceiling  price  below  90  percent, 
and  has  nothing  to  do  with  guarantee¬ 
ing  the  profits. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  My  recollection  is  that 
it  extends  90  percent  support  under  the 
presnet  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  for  one 
additional  year. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  will  check  on  that. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that,  beginning  at  4  o’clock  to¬ 
day,  there  be  a  call  of  the  calendar  of  un¬ 
objected  to  bills  placed  on  the  calendar 
since  the  last  call. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there 
objection? 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  I  withdraw  the 
request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  No  Senator 
has  a  right  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  in  the  time  of  another  Senator, 
unless  that  Senator  yields  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  the  absence  of 
such  yielding,  I  object  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
cannot  do  that  at  this  time. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  understand  I  do 
not  have  a  right  to  withhold  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senator  has  a 
right  to  withdraw  his  objection.  Mr. 
President,  I  discussed  this  matter  with 
the  Senators  from  New  Jersey  and 
Kansas. 

•  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  as  part  of  my  remarks  at  this 
point  letters  from  the  Oregon  Wheat 
Growers’  League  and  the  National  As¬ 
sociation  of  Wheat  Growers,  supporting 
Senate  bill  2115,  the  bill  which  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  and  myself,  and  which  is 
exactly  the  same  as  the  provisions  of  the 
House  bill  that  we  are  now  considering. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Oregon  Wheat  Growers  League, 

Pendleton,  Oreg.,  June  3,  1952. 
Senator  Milton  R.  Young, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Young:  The  Oregon  Wheat 
Growers  League  has  requested  the  support 
of  the  Oregon  congressional  delegation  for 
the  bill  which  you  and  Senator  Russell  In¬ 
troduced  to  extend  the  present  method  of 
using  both  the  old  and  new  parity  formulas 
for  2  years  to  figure  the  parity  price  for 
basic  crops.  The  enclosed  brief  was  ‘also 
brought  to  their  attention. 

We  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  agriculture,  and  will  do  what  we  can 
to  support  this  bill. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Floyd  Root,  President. 
National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers, 

Pendleton,  Oreg.,  June  4,  1952. 

Hon.  Milton  Young, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Young:  We  wish  to  inform 
you  that  the  National  Association  of  Wheat 
Growers  has  gone  on  record  supporting  the 
bill  which  you  and  Senator  Russell  recently 
introduced  into  Congress  to  extend  the  pres¬ 
ent  method  of  figuring  parity  for  basic  crops 
for  two  more  years. 

The  enclosed  letter  is  a  copy  of  letters  we 
have  written  to  the  following  Senators  and 
Representatives  requesting  their  support  far 
your  bill:  Wayne  L.  Morse,  Guy  Cordon, 
Tom  Connally,  Hugh  Butler,  Edward  J. 
Thye,  Frank  Carlson,  Lowell  Stockman, 
William  R.  Poage,  Walter  E.  Rogers,  Clif¬ 
ford  Hope,  Harold  Cooley,  Walter  Horan. 

We  hope  that  our  efforts  will  help  secure 
enactment  of  this  legislation  necessary  to 
the  welfare  of  producers  of  basic  agriculture 
products,  especially  wheat.  If  you  have  any 


suggestions  as  to  what  further  action  we 
can  take,  please  let  us  know. 

With  kindest  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jens  Terjeson, 

President,  National  Association  of 
Wheat  Growers. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  as  part  of  my  remarks  a 
telegram  received  by  me  from  Allan  B. 
Kline,  President  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Chicago,  III.,  July  1,  1952. 
Senator  Milton  R.  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  board 
of  directors  in  session  here  today  strongly 
urges  your  opposition  to  both  provisions  of 
H.  R.  8122.  We  are  for  a  price  support  policy 
providing  protection  of  farm  prices  against 
drastic  and  unreasonable  price  declines  as 
provided  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

We  are  opposed  to  price  fixing  by  Govern¬ 
ment,  including  Government  price  fixing  of 
farm  prices  by  rigid,  high-level  price  sup¬ 
port  programs.  It  is  not  the  responsibility 
of  Federal  Government  to  guarantee  profit¬ 
able  prices  or  returns  to  any  economic  group. 
Rigid  high-level  price-support  programs  are 
part  of  a  trend  toward  centralizing  more  and 
more  power  and  authority  in  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  are  a  trap  because  if  Federal 
Government  guarantees  profitable  farm 
prices,  the  next  logical  step  is  for  Govern¬ 
ment  to  impose  rigid  price  ceilings  with  re¬ 
sult  that  farm  income  is  held  down  in  years 
of  short  crops. 

High,  fixed  price-support  programs  lead  to 
an  accumulation  of  excessive  stocks  in  the 
hands  of  CC’C,  the  expansion  of  Govern¬ 
ment  controls  and  restrictions  on  farmers’ 
ability  to  earn  good  incomes  by  high  produc¬ 
tion.  Mandatory,  high-level  price  supports 
can  mean  heavy  costs  to  Treasury.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  major  reason  international-wheat 
agreement,  will  cost  over  $600,000,000  in  its 
4-year  term,  is  level  of  price  support  that  has 
been  maintained.  High,  fixed-level  price 
support  programs  prevent  normal  adjust¬ 
ments  in  production,  unwisely  stimulate 
production  of  some  commodities  in  excess  of 
needs,  and  depress  production  of  others  be¬ 
low  needs.  On  behalf  of  1,500,000  farm 
families,  we  recommend  your  opposition  to 
H.  R.  8122  as  being  harmful  to  long-run  and 
real  interests  of  farm  people. 

Allan  B.  Kline, 

President,  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  I  think  it  would  come 
with  better  grace  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Kline,  as  president  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  had  he  given  the  true 
facts  about  the  international-wheat 
agreement  and  the  part  it  plays  in  the 
international  program  of  security  against 
communism,  rather  than  to  discredit  the 
agreement  by  not  stating  all  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  LANGER  and  Mr.  ELLENDER  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  Senator  con¬ 
sider  that  it  is  hopeless  to  get  for  the 
farmer  100-percent  parity  such  as  in¬ 
dustry  and  labor  are  getting? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  would  say  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague,  that  I  think  it  is 
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hopeless  at  the  present  time.  There 
are  not  sufficient  votes  to  bring  it  about, 
although  I  agree  with  the  Senator’s  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  it  not  true  that 
when  Congress  convenes  again,  when¬ 
ever  that  may  be,  a  fight  will  be  inaug¬ 
urated  on  the  part  of  certain  Senators  to 
get  100-percent  parity? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Yes ;  that  is  the  plan. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  it'not  true  that  the 
farmer  is  receiving  the  same  miserable 
deal  at  the  end  of  World  War  II  that  he 
received  at  the  end  of  World  War  I? 
At  the  end  of  World  War  I  the  price  of 
everything  the  farmer  bought  was  kept 
up  to  100  percent,  while  everything  he 
sold  went  down  almost  to  rock  bottom. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LANGER.  For  example,  in  the 
case  of  farm  machinery  the  index,  as  my 
distinguished  colleague  knows,  was  101 
when  World  War  I  ended,  and  it  never 
receded,  whereas  the  price  of  everything 
the  farmer  produced  dropped  steadily. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  may  say  that  the  price 
of  everything  the  farmer  has  to  buy  has 
risen  steadily  in  the  period  since  the  last 
war,  and  the  price  of  products  the  farm¬ 
ers  has  to  sell  has  declined  steadily. 

I  may  say  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  who  has  just  won  a  decisive  vic¬ 
tory,  that  received  the  biggest  vote  in 
areas  supposed  to  be  for  sliding  scale  and 
lower  supports.  I  think  that  is  a  tribute 
to  him,  and  an  expression  on  the  part  of 
these  farmers  in  favor’  of  high-level 
supports. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 
s  Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  since 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  discussed  the  provisions 
of  the  Production  Act,  let  me  say  that 
after  the  agricultural  provision  was 
adopted,  I  took  the  matter  up  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  received 
this  information  with  reference  to  sec¬ 
tion  106  (a) : 

Section  106  (a)  of  the  Defense  Production 
Act  Amendments  of  1952  (S.  2594)  would 
amend  the  fifth  sentence  of  section  402  (d) 
(3)  of  the  Defense  Production  Act  Of  1950 
to  read  as  follows  (the  new  material  in 
brackets) : 

"Nothing  contained  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  to  modify,  repeal,  supersede,  or 
affect  the  provisions  of  either  (1)  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  [except  that  under  any 
price  support  program  announced  while  this 
title  is  in  effect  the  level  of  support  to  coop¬ 
erators  shall  be  90  percent  of  the  parity 
price,  or  such  higher  level  as  may  be  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  402  of  that  act  for  any 
crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
with  respect  to  which  producers  have  not 
disapproved  marketing  quotas],  or  (2)  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  or  to  invalidate  any  mar¬ 
keting  agreement,  license,  or  order,  or  any 
provision  thereof  or  amendment  thereto, 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  or  issued  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended." 

That  is  an  exact  quotation  from  the 
provision  of  the  act. 

I  read  further : 

The  Department  advises  that  this  provi¬ 
sion  will  require  the  1953  crops  of  the  basic 
commodities  to  be  supported  at  90  percent  of 
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parity,  assuming  that  title  4  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950  remains  in  effect  un¬ 
til  April  30,  1953,  as  is  now  provided;  since 
1953  price  support  programs  would  nor¬ 
mally  be  announced  prior  to  April  30,  1953. 
Section  406  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
requires  the  Secretary  to  announce  the  level 
of  price  support  in  advance  of  the  planting 
season  insofar  as  is  practicable. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  was  wrong  in  the 
statement  I  made,  because  the  discus¬ 
sion  we  had  with  the  conferees  did  not 
follow  that  line ;  but  I  am  certain  that  all 
three  of  the  able  Senators  are  correct. 
It  simply  means  that  we  do  not  really 
need  to  pass  the  bill,  because  we  already 
have  in  the  law  the  provision  which  is 
needed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  have  it  manda¬ 
tory  for  1953.  If  there  is  any  necessity 
for  having  90  percent  of  parity  price 
supports  mandatory  in  1954  and  1955, 
we  can  attend  to  it  next  year. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  We  do  not  need  it 
until  after  the  Defense  Production  Act 
expires. 

Mr.  ELSENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Therefore,  to  pass 
this  bill  or  to  refuse  to  pass  it  means 
nothing. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  But  it  does  contain  a 
provision  which  extends  the  use  of  the 
parity  system  for  another  2  years. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  stated  in  my 
opening  remarks,  there  were  two  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  pending  bill,  one  of  which 
dealt  with  the  dual-parity  program - 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Outside  of  that,  the 
Defense  Production  Act  does  for  1953 
exactly  what  section  2  does. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  1  year.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Therefore,  there  is 
nothing  to  be  gained  either  by  passing 
or  turning  down  this  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  reason 
why  I  asked  that  the  Senate  bill,  which 
deals  merely  with  the  dual-parity  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  introduced  by  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  North  Dakota,  be 
substituted  for  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  to  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Indiana  that  it  would  be  highly 
desirable  to  pass  the  House  bill,  which 
would  give  the  farmers  some  assurance 
of  what  is  going  to  happen  to  their  prices 
in  1954  and  1955.  The  provision  in  the 
Defense  Production  Act  takes  care  of 
them  for  only  one  more  year,  which  is 
a  very  short  period. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
warmly  compliment  the  junior  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  and  his  associate  the 
junior  Senator  from  Georgia.  They 
have  been  the  introducers  and  the  very 
aggressive  sponsors  of  this  measure 
which  is  designed  further  to  protect 
the  farmers  during  this  period  of  con¬ 
fusion. 

In  my  opinion,  there  is  real  value  in 
the  immediate  passage  of  the  bill  which 
we  are  now  considering  and  of  which  the 
two  Senators  I  mentioned  are  the  spon¬ 
sors,  for  the  reason  that  in  the  Defense 


Production  Act  there  is  machinery  of 
two  or  three  kinds  which  might  result  in 
the  early  termination  of  that  act.  The 
passage  of  the  bill  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  would  give  complete  assurance  that 
throughout  the  next  production  year  the 
dual  system  would  prevail.  But,  further 
than  that,  it  would  give  assurance  look¬ 
ing  to  the  future  through  1955 — and 
there  is  no  farmer  who  is  not  looking 
a  little  further  than  the  immediate  crop 
year  and  hoping  that  he  will  have  rea¬ 
sonable  protection  during  the  period 
which  covers  not  only  that  1  year  but 
which  will  last  beyond  that  time. 

This  is  protection  of  the  same  kind 
that  was  given  under  the  Steagall 
amendment  during  the  troublous  days 
of  World  War  II,  by  which  the  farmers 
who  produced  the  crops  covered  by  that 
amendment  were  assured  that  not  only 
through  the  duration  of  the  war,  but 
beyond  that  time,  they  might  still  de¬ 
pend  on  price  support  at  a  fixed  figure, 
which  gave  them  some  protection  as 
against  the  added  cost  of  preparing  new 
land  for  increased  production,  and  in 
other  ways  gave  them  the  assurance 
which  they  needed. 

It  seems  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  the  measure  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  is  like  the  Steagall  Act  in  that  re¬ 
gard,  for  it  gives  protection  over  more 
than  1  year,  indeed,  for  three  additional 
years  to  those  large  groups  of  farmers 
which  it  covers,  and  it  will  be  worth  a 
great  deal  generally  to  the  farmers  of 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida  for  his  comments.  He  is 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  and  has  always  done 
an  excellent  job  for  the  farmers  of 
America. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  while  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  CapehartI  originally  raised 
a  question  of  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
Defense  Production  Act  actually  pro¬ 
vided  90-percent  support  prices,  we  have 
his  subsequent  statement  that  from 
reading  the  legislation  he  is  convinced 
that  it  does.  Someone  reading  the  de¬ 
bate  might  be  confused. 

Paragraph  (a)  of  section  106  was  read 
to  us  by  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Foresti'y.  There  is  no  doubt  in  the 
world  about  it,  because  it  provides  that 
while  this  title  is  in  effect  the  level  of 
support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90  per¬ 
cent.  We  want  to  be  sure  that  some 
subsequent  reader  of  the  Record  or  some 
interpreter  downtown  does  not  get  an 
erroneous  impression. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield.  " 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  After  reading,  the 
act  itself,  there  is  no  question  in  my 
mind  that  the  act  covers  90  percent  of 
parity. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  merely  want  to  have 
that  made  clear  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  First,  I  should  like 
to  pay' my  tribute  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  for  advancing  the  pro¬ 
posal  and  for  his  active  support  of  higher 
parity  and  higher  price  supports.  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  are  two  basic  reasons  why 
we  need  this  extension  for  1  year. 

The  Government  is  calling  upon  the 
farmer  to  increase  production.  That  in¬ 
volves  a  risk,  and  a  very  heavy  risk. 
That  risk  is  involved  with  a  type  of  com¬ 
modity  as  to  which  the  price  structure 
might  run  up  and  down  in  the  open 
market  as  compared  with  fixed  prices  for 
nonfarmers. 

Second,  there  are  large  numbers  of 
new  farmers — the  younger  farmer,  the 
veteran  farmer,  and  the  nonveteran 
farmer  who  have  turned  to  the  soil,  and 
have  been  called  upon  to  buy  expensive 
machinery,  rent  equipment,  or  buy  fer¬ 
tilizer.  Those  men  simply  cannot  have 
a  price-support  program  for  only  next 
year.  It  is  not  merely  next  year  that 
they  will  have  to  pay  on  the  equipment 
they  purchase,  if  they  are  going  to  be 
sound  producers.  So  the  extension  of 
several  additional  years,  up  to  1955,  gives 
them  something  by  which  they  can  plan. 
It  gives  them  an  opportunity  to  operate 
on  a  systematic,  planned  basis  for  the 
utilization  of  their  soil  and  production 
facilities. 

As  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  has  put  it,  this  is  a  sort  of  Steagall 
amendment  all  over  again.  It  worked 
well  during  the  last  period  of  emergency. 
I  would  remind  the  Senate  that  our  de¬ 
fense  program  has  been  stretched  out 
to  1955.  That  is  the  way  we  are  think¬ 
ing  in  terms  of  aircraft  production  and 
military  preparedness.  This  measure 
would  stretch  out  the  program  of  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  supports  to  1955.  It  fits 
right  into  the  same  kind  of  program 
which  the  mobilization  officials  of  our 
country  have  asked  us  to  adopt.  We 
need  agricultural  mobilization  as  much 
as  we  need  military  mobilization. 

I  join  with  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  in  support  of  this  proposal  and 
commend  him  for  the  work  he  has  done 
in  connection  with  the  90  percent  of 
parity  program,  which,  to  my  mind,  is 
of  basic  importance.  I  do  not  see  how 
farmers  can  get  along  on  even  90  per¬ 
cent,  in  light  of  statistics  which  are 
revealing  in  terms  of  farm  indebtedness 
and  a  reduction  in  real  farm  cash — 
not  farm  income,  but  real  income. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  noticed  the  references 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  to  the 
similarity  of  this  bill  with  the  Steagall 
bill.  I  cannot  see  to  close  a  resemblance 
between  the  two,  because  this  bill — if  it 
is  the  version  I  have  in  mind — covers 
basic  commodities,  whereas  in  the  Stea¬ 
gall  bill  the  basic  commodities  were  al¬ 
ready  covered.  The  Steagall  bill  covered 
12  additional  commodities. 

I  might  point  out  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  that  this  bill 
with  support  at  90  percent  of  parity  does 
not  cover  a  great  deal  besides  wheat,  so 
far  as  his  State  is  concerned.  It  leaves 
the  poultry  raisers,  the  dairymen,  and 
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the  hog  raisers  out  of  the  program.  The 
Steagall  amendment  was  designed  to 
cover,  not  the  basic  commodities,  but  the 
other  commodities  which  were  designated 
by  Secretary  Anderson,  and  there  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  about  12  of  them,  including 
flax  for  oil,  turkeys,  of  which  the  State 
of  Minnesota  produces  a  tremendous 
quantity - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed  it  does. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Around  Buckingham, 
and  other  parts  of  the  State. 

Mr.  THYE.  And  around  Worthing¬ 
ton. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  includes  hogs,  poultry 
of  certain  kinds,  and  dairy  products. 
None  of  them  is  covered  by  this  bill,  but 
they  were  all  covered  by  the  Steagall 
amendment. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  The  bill  pending  before 
the  Senate,  as  I  understand,  covers  only 
the  provisions  of  the  Young-Russell  bill, 
which  provides  for  a  continuation  of  dual 
parity.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Do  I  understand  that  the 
bill  has  been  amended  to  include  a  cer¬ 
tain  type  of  long-staple  cotton?  I  made 
inquiry  of  the  parliamentarian,  and  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  bill  has  been  amended 
to  include  a  certain  long-staple  cotton. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  What  we  struck  out  was  sec¬ 
tion  2. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Was  that  stricken  out  on 
the  floor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  I  did  was 
simply  to  strike  from  the  pending  mea¬ 
sure  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  to 
substitute  the  Senate  bill.  This  is  the 
Russell-Young  bill. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  prefer  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  of  my  own,  first. 

The  implication  was  left  that  the  only 
thing  affecting  Minnesota  was  with  re¬ 
spect  to  wheat  produced  there.  I  should 
like  to  point  out  that  this  bill  would  pre¬ 
vent  a  drop  in  parity  of  more  than  15 
cents  a  bushel  on  corn.  Minnesota  also 
produces  considerable  corn. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
think  that  so  for  as  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  concerned,  he  intended  to 
involve  Minnesota  as  being  opposed  to 
this  bill  in  commenting  on  its  probable 
effect.  I  do  not  wish  the  Regord  to  show 
that  Minnesota  might  be  in  any  way  in¬ 
volved  in  an  argument  which  suggests 
that  we  are  criticizing  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 
We  are  not. 

Mr.  THYE.  Minnesota  is  not  criticiz¬ 
ing  the  bill.  I  am  only  attempting  to 
clarify  the  question,  because  I  was  not 
here  when  this  measure  was  taken  up  for 
discussion. 

I  asked  the  Parliamentarian,  “What  is 
the  legislative  question  we  are  consider¬ 
ing?”  I  was  informed  that  for  House 
bill  8122,  Senate  bill  2115  had  been  sub¬ 
stituted,  and  that  a  certain  amendment 
relating  to  long  staple  cotton  had  been 


attached  to  the  substitute  and  had  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  is  not  my  fault. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  that  he  left  the  in¬ 
ference  for  anyone  who  reads  the  Record 
that  the  Senators  representing  Minne¬ 
sota  were  finding  fault  with  a  legislative 
measure  that  was  before  Congress.  It 
was  for  that  reason  that  I  asked  to  be 
recognized. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  floor,  and  I  wish  to  answer  a  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont,  who  did  not  know  that 
the  bill  had  been  amended  earlier. 

Mr.  THYE.  May  I  first  call  one  matter 
to  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota,  because  I  wish  the  situa¬ 
tion  to  be  entirely  clear.  The  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  left  the  impression, 
in  his  statement  referring  to  Minnesota, 
that  the  contention  was  being  made  here 
that  the  only  thing  from  which  we  would 
benefit  would  be  in  wheat.  That  was  the 
reason  why  I  rose,  because  I  know  that 
the  farmer  will  read  this  Record,  and  he 
rightfully  should  read  it. 

If  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  will 
permit  me  to  do  so,  I  will  first  state  that 
I  join  with  him  in  support  of  this  meas¬ 
ure.  If  he  will  permit  me  further  to 
state,  I  may  say  that  at  no  time  has  the 
actual  tiller  of  the  soil,  the  producer,  the 
man  who  operates  the  farm,  been 
squeezed  any  more  tightly  economically 
than  he  is  squeezed  today.  Taxes  are  up 
on  personal  property  and  real  estate. 
The  cost  of  repairs  to  machinery  is  up. 
The  cost  of  new  machines  is  double  what 
it  was  4  years  ago.  The  price  of  pork 
has  gone  down  steadily  in  the  past  3 
years.  The  price  of  dairy  products  is 
not  commensurate  with  the  cost  that  he 
must  invest  in  his  dairy  unit  and  the  cost 
of  the  hired  help  he  is  compelled  to 
employ  in  order  to  take  care  of  his  dairy 
production. 

There  is  today  a  greater  distress  in  the 
diversified  agricultural  area  of  the  United 
States  than  I  have  seen  in  the  past  10 
years.  Economically,  the  farmer  is 
squeezed  today.  He  is  squeezed  more 
than  he  was  at  any  time  during  World 
War  II,  both  with  respect  to  help  on 
the  farm,  and  with  respect  to  other  costs 
of  operation. 

Many  persons  believe  that  the  farm¬ 
er  is  exceedingly  well  off,  because  of  the 
cost  of  food  to  the  consumer.  Let  us 
examine  the  price  of  pork.  Four  years 
ago  the  producers  received  from  26  to 
28  cents  a  pound  for  their  pork.  I  will 
ask  the  consumers  if  they  are  paying 
more  for  pork  at  retail  markets  today 
than  they  did  4  years  ago.  They  are. 
And  yet  the  producer,  as  of  today,  is 
receiving  from  18  to  19  cents  a  pound  for 
his  pork,  whereas  4  or  5  years  ago  he 
received  28  cents.  The  difference  be¬ 
tween  28  cents  a  pound  live  weight  for 
pork  and  a  price  of  18  or  19  cents  is 
9  or  10  cents  a  pound.  The  producer 
receives  9  or  10  cents  a  pound  less  today 
than  he  received  for  his  pork  4  or  5  years 
ago. 

That  is  what  we  are  faced  with.  That 
is  why  I  say,  Mr.  President,  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  North  Dakota 
that  I  will  join  and  support  him  in  this 
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legislative  measure,  even  though  I  know 
that  some  of  the  outstanding  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  in  the  United  States  do  not 
approve  of  this  type  of  legislative  meas¬ 
ure  as  of  today. 

Today  the  producer  is  economically 
depressed.  In  the  event  that  the  pro¬ 
ducer’s  pui’chasing  power  is  diminished, 
destroyed,  or  dried  up,  it  will  not  be  long 
before  the  factories  feel  the  effect  of  the 
lack  of  purchasing  power  on  the  part  of 
the  producer. 

I  believe  that  we  who  serve  in  Con¬ 
gress  have  just  as  much  justification  for 
taking  a  look  at  the  problems  of  the 
farmer  as  we  have  for  examining  the 
businessman’s  problems,  or  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  citizens  of  foreign  countries.  We 
endeavor  to  assist  the  citizens  of  foreign 
countries  in  our  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram  and  in  the  mutual  security  expend¬ 
itures  which  we  are  now  making  abroad 
to  build  up  the  defenses  of  those  coun¬ 
tries. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  if  I  left  the  wrong  impression  con¬ 
cerning  the  good  Senators  from  Minne¬ 
sota.  Certainly  the  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  has  made  his  po¬ 
sition  abundantly  clear.  I  Should  like 
to  add  that  no  Member  of  the  Senate 
has  been  a  better  friend  of  agriculture 
than  has  the  senior  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  is  only  one  state¬ 
ment  that  I  wish  to  make  in  connection 
with  this  legislation.  We  do  not  suf¬ 
ficiently  safeguard  the  interests  of  the 
man  engaged  in  diversified  farming,  the 
man  who  produces  poultry,  eggs,  pork, 
and  dairy  products*.  We  are  not  today 
safeguarding  that  kind  of  producer  by 
the  type  of  support  program  which  would 
make  certain  that  he  is  safeguarded 
against  ruinously  low  prices,  whether  it 
be  prices  of  eggs,  pork,  or  other  perish¬ 
able  products  besides  dairy  products 
and  eggs.  I  refer  to  such  products  as 
the  citrus  crop  and  other  perishable 
crops. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  join  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  in  his  comments.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  join  him  at  any  time  in  working 
out  a  better  program  for  other  types  of 
farming. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks  a  statement  which  has  been 
prepared  by  Dr.  Wilcox  of  the  Legislative 
Reference  Service  of  the  Library  of  Con¬ 
gress.  This  statement  relates  to  the 
pork  price  question. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Hog  Supplies  and  Prices,  October  1951- 
September  1952 

An  analysis  of  the  application  of  alterna¬ 
tive  price  support  methods. 

The  hog-corn  feding  ratio  turned  unfavor¬ 
able  for  hog  producers  in  November  1951  and 
remained  unfavorable  until  May  1952.  Hog 
prices  declined  almost  steadily  from  a  United 
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States  average  of  $20.50  per  100  pounds  in 
July  1951  to  $16.40  in  April  1952.  The  first 
part  of  the  decline  was  a  normal  occurrence 
for  the  fall  season,  but  prices  continued  to 
sag  in  mid-winter  when  they  usually  rise. 
The  hog-corn  ratio,  which  averaged  12.6  from 
1931-50,  fell  from  12.6  in  July  to  9.8  in  April. 

Although  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had 
discretionary  legislative  authority  to  support 
hog  prices  at  any  level  up  to  90  percent  of 
parity,  no  price  supports  were  announced. 
Some  Members  of  Congress  and  leaders  of 
farm  groups  urged  the  Secretary  to  support 
hog  prices.  Others  urged  the  Secretary  to 
take  no  action,  fearing  that  heavy  losses  and 
serious  product  disposal  problems  would  be 
encountered,  similar  to  those  resulting  from 
the  egg  and  potato  price  support  programs. 
After  considerable  urging  from  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Appropria¬ 
tions,  the  use  of  section  32  funds  was  au¬ 
thorized  in  April  to  purchase  pork  products 
for  distribution  through  the  school-lunch 
program  and  to  public  institutions. 

A  review  of  the  supply  and  price  behavior 
from  October  to  date  now  makes  possible 
estimates  of  the  size  of  purchase  or  stor¬ 
age  operations  or  the  amount  of  direct  pay¬ 
ments  which  would  have  been  required  if 
price  supports  had  been  announced  and 
either  of  these  two  methods  used  to  carry 
them  out. 

The  change  in  supplies,  prices  and  other 
market  data  as  reported  by  the  Bureau  of 
Agricultural  Economics  for  the  first  7  months 
of  the  1951-52  marketing  year  as  compared 
with  the  first  7  months  of  1950-51  are  shqwn 
below: 

Change  from  first  7  months,  1950-51,  to 
first  7  months,  1951-52 
Pork  produced  (pounds  slaughtered  Percent 


commercially) _ +  8.  i 

Pork  consumption  per  capita _ -j-  4.9 

Increase  in  cold  storage  stocks _ _  +20.3 

Increase  in  marketing  margin _  +  6.  8 

Decrease  in  retail  price  (pork  prod¬ 
ucts  excluding  lard) _  —  3.7 

Decrease  in  farm  price  of  hogs _ —10.8 


The  above  data  indicate  there  was  noth¬ 
ing  unusual  about  the  price  declines  at  the 
retail  and  farm  levels  in  view  of  the  8  per¬ 
cent  increase  in  pork  slaughtered.  The  in¬ 
crease  in  storage  stocks  was  to  be  expected 
and  it  is  reported  that  available  cold  stor¬ 
age  facilities  were  quite  fully  utilized. 

Marketing  margins  usually  widen  under 
the  impact  of  above-average  supplies.  When 
farmers  offer  more  hogs  for  market  without 
a  compensating  increase  in  consumer  de¬ 
mand,  processors  offer  lower  prices  at  the 
farm  which  more  than  compensate  for  the 
mark-down  in  retail  prices  required  to  move 
the  increased  supplies  into  consumption  or 
storage. 

The  United  States  average  farm  price  of 
hogs  during  the  period  October  1951  to  May 
1952  compares  with  90  percent  of  seasonally- 
adjusted  October  1951  parity  as  follows: 


Month 

United 

States 

average 

farm 

price 

90  percent 
of  sea¬ 
sonally 
adjusted 
parity 

Differ¬ 

ence 

1951— October. . 

$20. 20 

$19.90 

+$0.30 

November . 

18. 10 

18.24 

-.  14 

December . 

17. 60 

17. 22 

+.38 

1952— January . 

17. 40 

18.14 

-.74 

February . 

17. 20 

18. 89 

-1.69 

March _ 

10.  70 

19.68 

-2. 98 

April . 

16.40 

19.  26 

-2. 86 

May . . 

20.00 

18.93 

+1.07 

Hog  prices  are  expected  to  average  above 
90  percent  of  parity  for  the  remainder  of 
the  marketing  year.  On  the  basis  of  esti¬ 
mates  made  at  this  time,  hog  prices  for  May 
through  September  will  average  high  enough 


to  pull  the  seasonal  average  up  to  89  percent 
of  parity. 

In  view  of  this  it  appears  that,  had  price 
supports  been  announced  at  90  percent  of 
seasonally  adjusted  parity  with  direct  pay¬ 
ments  used  to  make  up  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  announced  support  price  and  the 
seasonal  average  market  price,  payments 
would  have  been  extremely  small.  With 
approximately  18,000,000,000  pounds  live 
weight  of  hogs  marketed,  direct  payments 
would  have  been  from  zero  to  around 
$50,000,000,  depending  on  the  level  of  prices 
the  remainder  of  the  marketing  year. 

If  the  Government  had  maintained  hog 
prices  at  90  percent  of  seasonally  adjusted 
parity  by  purchase  and  storage  operations  the 
marketing  mechanism  would  have  been  af¬ 
fected  in  a  number  of  places.  It  is  doubtful 
if  the  marketing  margin  would  have  widened 
as  it  did.  This  widening  of  marketing  mar¬ 
gins  amounted  to  $68,000,000  in  the  Novem- 
ber-April  period. 

The  volume  of  hog  marketings  also  would 
have  been  smaller  if  prices  had  been  sup¬ 
ported  at  90  percent  of  parity.  The  Bureau 
of  Agricultural  Economics  estimates  that 
breeding  herds  were  reduced  by  1,000,000 
head  of  gilts  sent  to  market  because  of  the 
unfavorable  hog-corn  ratio.  With  prices 
supported,  producers  would  have  been  more 
confident  and  less  reduction  would  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  spring  farrowing,  hence  smaller 
marketings  of  gilts  in  the  winter  months. 

Utilizing  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural 
Economics,  established  relationships  between 
supplies  and  prices,  the  removal  of  278,000,- 
000  pounds  of  pork,  carcass  weight,  would 
have  maintained  hog  prices  at  90  percent  of 
seasonally  adjusted  parity  during  the  months 
from  November  1951  through  April  1952,  as¬ 
suming  no  change  in  other  marketing 
activities. 

This  estimate  is  reduced  sharply,  however, 
by  taking  into  account  the  effect  of  price 
support  operations  on  the  number  of  hogs 
marketed  and  on  marketing  margins.  If 
half  of  the  extra  breeding  gilts  sent  to  mar¬ 
ket  had  been  retained  for  spring  farrowing 
and  marketing  margins  had  remained  the 
same  as  a  year  earlier,  hog  prices  might  have 
been  maintained  at  90  percent  of  seasonally 
adjusted  parity  October  1951  to  April  1952 
by  purchase  and  storage  operations  which 
removed  120,000,000  pounds  from  marketing 
channels  in  addition  to  the  amount  which 
did  go  into  commercial  storage. 

Had  the  Government  undertaken  a  price 
support  operation,  it  probably  would  have 
been  forced  to  make  price  supporting  loans 
or  purchase  agreements  covering  almost  all 
pork  which  went  into  commercial  storage 
or  a  total  in  excess  of  500,000,000  pounds. 
Cold  storage  facilities  might  have  been 
taxed  to  capacity,  and  special  programs 
-  might  have  been  needed  to  free  sufficient 
space  to  care  for  the  additional  pork  placed 
in  storage. 

Prices  in  the  May  to  September  period 
would  be  somewhat  lower  than  otherwise  if 
the  Government  had  acquired  additional 
storage  stocks.  Total  storage  stocks  would 
not  have  exceeded  15  percent  of  the  current 
marketings  May  to  September,  however.  Al¬ 
though  a  part  of  the  price  improvement  No¬ 
vember  through  April  would  be  offset  by  the 
removal  of  storage  stocks  later  in  the  year, 
farmers  would  gain  by  preventing  the  $68,- 
000,000  widening  of  the  margin  between  farm 
and  retail  prices.  Both  farmers  and  con¬ 
sumers  would  benefit  from  the  stabilizing 
effect  on  hog  breeding  plans  of  a  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  At  t-he  present  time  it  appears 
that  spring  farrowings  in  1952  were  reduced 
excessively  as  a  result  of  the  low  hog  prices 
in  the  winter  months. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
rising  to  delay  proceedings  at  all.  I 


simply  wish  to  make  some  explanatory 
statements. 

As  I  came  into  the  Chamber  the  dis¬ 
cussion  seemed  to  be  revolving  around 
the  proposal  to  make  mandatory  a 
minimum  of  90  percent  support  of  the 
six  basic  commodities,  for  3  years  more. 
The  Senate  bill  which  I  have  on  my  desk 
has  been  substituted  for  the  so-called 
Cooley  bill  from  the  House  which  I 
found  on  my  desk  as  I  entered  the 
Chamber. 

The  question  of  continuing  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  90  percent  support  prices  for  the 
six  basic  commodities  does  not  enter 
into  this  bill  at  all  at  this  time.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  under  existing  legislation 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  very 
broad  authority  in  supporting  the  prices 
of  farm  commodities.  I  sometimes  think 
he  has  almost  too  broad  authority. 

With  relation  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senators  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
McFarland  and  Mr.  Hayden]  relating 
to  long  staple  cotton,  I  point  out  that  I 
have  had  no  opportunity  to  study  this 
amendment.  I  did  not  know  that  it 
was  coming  up.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  so  broad  that  he  has 
full  authority  to  take  care  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  is  brought  to  our  attention  by 
the  amendment  of  the  two  Senators 
from  Arizona.  At  the  present  time  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  actually  sup¬ 
porting  the  price  of  long  staple  cotton 
at  153  percent  of  parity.  He  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  do  so  by  the  Agricultural 
Acts  of  1948  and  1949.  I  do  not  know 
that  this  amendment  does  any  harm. 
It  may  do  a  great  deal  of  good  for  the 
Senators  from  Arizona.  However,  I  am 
not  opposing  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  It  is  very  neces¬ 
sary  to  maintain  a  program  upon  which 
the  farmers  can  depend.  The  only  pro¬ 
gram  which  the  long  staple  cotton  pro¬ 
ducers  have  is  the  program  providing 
for  the  purchase  of  cotton  by  the  Muni¬ 
tions  Board.  That  is  uncertain. 

The  amount  of  cotton  involved  is  very 
small.  Thirty  thousand  bales  is  a  small 
amount  of  cotton.  During  World  War 
H  the  Government  called  upon  farmers 
to  produce  long-staple  cotton.  There 
was  a  time  when  we  produced  hardly 
enough  from  seed  to  keep  the  production 
of  long-stable  cotton  going.  If  we  are 
to  maintain  a  minimum  amount,  we 
need  this  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  blame  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Arizona  and  their  cotton¬ 
growing  constituents  for  wanting  to 
know  where  they  stand.  As  I  say,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  now  support¬ 
ing  the  price  of  native  long-staple  cot¬ 
ton  at  $1.07,  or  153  percent  of  parity. 
Nevertheless,  not  long  ago  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  actually  buying  cotton  of  this 
grade  from  Egypt  for  more  than  $1.40 
a  pound,  or  nearly  50  percent  more  than 
the  price  at  which  the  price  of  our  own 
native  long-staple  cotton  was  being  sup¬ 
ported.  I  do  not  blame  the  Senators 
from  Arizona  for  wanting  to  have  that 
situation  definitely  corrected. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  the  Senator  has 
just  stated,  it  is  true  that  the  Secretary 
is  supporting  the  price  of  long-staple 
cotton,  but  the  fear  is  that  with  so  much 
cotton  being  stored,  the  Secretary  may 
not  do  so  in  the  future.  The  amendment 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  makes  it  mandatory  that  long- 
staple  cotton  shall  be  supported  the  same 
as  upland  cotton. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  entirely  possible 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  bought  so  much  long-staple  cotton 
from  abroad  for  the  Munitions  Board 
that  the  very  weight  of  the  stock  pile 
may  seriously  depress  the  price  to  our 
western  long-staple  cotton  producers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  the 
growers  of  that  product  fear. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  For  that  reason  it  may 
be  just  as  well  to  have  the  program 
spelled  out  in  the  law. 

As  to  the  other  part  of  the  bill,  or  the 
main  part  of  it  that  is  now  left,  which 
permits  the  dual  parity  formula  to  con¬ 
tinue  for  another  2  years.  It  is  already 
authorized  for  at  least  one  more  year. 
It  is  true  that  the  operations  of  the  price 
controllers  have  upset  the  workings  of 
the  new  parity  formula.  Under  the  old 
parity  formula  the  base  used  was  the 
years  1909  to  1914.  Under  the  new  parity 
formula  the  base  consists  of  the  imme¬ 
diately  preceding  10  years,  which  would 
be  much  better  in  the  long  run. 

Changing  the  parity  formula  would 
not  give  agriculture  as  a  whole  any  more 
money.  All  agricultural  commodities 
added  together  amount  to  100  percent 
of  parity.  The  formula  is  devised  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  each  agricultural 
commodity  in  the  proper  price  relation¬ 
ship  with  all  the  other  commodities. 
However,  if  it  is  changed  that  does  not 
give  agriculture  as  a  whole  any  more 
money  or  any  less  money,  figuratively 
speaking,  in  comparison  to  the  other  fac¬ 
tors  of  our  economy. 

It  naturally  follows  that  if  one  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  gets  more  than  it  is 
entitled  to  it  takes  away  from  some 
other  commodity. 

However,  I  do  not  have  any  objection 
to  continuing  the  parity  formula  for  an¬ 
other  2  years  beyond  next  year.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  must  review  the  entire  parity 
situation.  Producers  of  certain  com¬ 
modities  feel  that  it  is  not  treating  them 
fairly.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
authorized  by  law  to  correct  such  con¬ 
ditions  when  it  is  found,  after  an  open 
hearing,  that  any  particular  commodity 
is  discriminated  against,  or  out  of  line 
with  other  commodities. 

I  know  that  if  the  new  parity  formula 
went  into  effect  this  year  there  would 
be  a  substantial  drop  in  the  price  of 
wheat,  and  that  situation  probably 
would  hold  true  for  the  next  3  or  4  years, 
or  until  the  heavy  surpluses  which  we 
have  on  hand  at  the  present  time  were 
taken  care  of  and  the  price  went  up  in 
a  free  market,  which  we  may  not  have 
for  some  time. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident*  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield 


Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  It  has 
been  impossible  for  me  to  be  on  the  floor 
during  this  debate  because  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  for  me  to  attend  conferences  on 
other  bills. 

Therefore,  I  may  ask  a  question 
which  has  already  been  answered.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  a  fact  that  the  leaders  of  some 
of  the  principal  farm  organizations  have 
had  rather  strenuous  objections  to  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  of  H.  R.  8122.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Vermont  if 
the  objectionable  provisions  have  been 
taken  care  of  in  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young], 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  believe  the  objections 
which  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  re¬ 
fers  to  were  particularly  directed  at  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Cooley  bill,  which  would 
guarantee  a  minimum  of  90-percent  sup¬ 
port  for  basic  farm  commodities  through 
1955.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  would  approve  entirely  of 
what  we  have  before  us,  but  I  doubt  that 
they  are  as  strenuously  opposed  to  it  as 
they  were  to  the  Cooley  provisions, 
which  were  stricken  out. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  They  have 
been  stricken  out? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  right  to  choose  the  higher  of  two 
parity  formulas  will  continue  for  an¬ 
other  year  in  any  event.  During  1953 
we  must  review  carefully  the  whole  agri¬ 
cultural  situation.  We  may  find  that 
parity  is  not  a  fair  method  of  arriving 
at  what  farm  prices  should  be  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  commodities.  It  may  be,  if 
we  are  to  have  price  controls  pop  up 
here  and  there,  and  have  other  factors 
come  into  the  picture,  that  we  will  have 
to  abandon  the  parity  concept  and  find 
some  other  criterion  of  determining  fair 
farm  prices.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  will  con¬ 
tinue  dual  parity  for  another  2  years 
beyond  next  year.  In  the  meantime  the 
next  Congress  will  very  likely  consider 
the  whole  proposition.  I  do  not  see  how 
any  great  harm  can  come  from  it  at  the 
present  time.  I  would  not  agree  to  con¬ 
tinue  it  indefinitely.  But  if  it  does  not 
work,  it  will  be  changed  anyway. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  been  very  fair.  He 
recognizes  the  fact  that  when  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  asking  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion,  the  increased  production  de¬ 
presses  prices,  as  do  ceiling  prices,  and  a 
modernized  parity  formula  does  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  work,  as  it  other¬ 
wise  would. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  Wheat  is  particu¬ 
larly  affected  by  developments  of  the 
last  2  or  3  years.  Normally  our  country 
uses  a  little  more  than  700,000,000 
bushels  of  wheat.  It  is  estimated  that 
we  will  export  approximately  375,000,- 
000  bushels  this  year.  I  feel  that  the 
estimate  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  may  be  a  little  high.  I  hope  it  is 
not.  Under  the  law  the  legal  carry-over 
is  163,00,000  bushels.  The  fact  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  asked  for 
stfch  huge  production  of  wheat,  by  next 
July  we  may  have  a  carry-over  of  well 
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over  500,000,000  bushels,  instead  of  163,- 
000,000  bushels  which  normally  would 
be  expected  to  be  adequate.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
considers  the  program  to  be  part  of  the 
preparedness  program.  He  may  be  right 
in  asking  for  the  tremendous  production 
of  wheat.  Under  his  emergency  powers 
he  has  announced  that  there  will  be  no 
quotas  set  on  wheat  next  year.  We  may 
have  another  surplus  of-  100,000,000 
bushels,  and  then  we  will  have  a  real 
problem  on  our  hands. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Would  not  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  agree  that  if  we  carried 
over  163,000,000  bushels,  which  is  deemed 
to  be  the  normal  carry-over  under  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  we  could  ex¬ 
pect  normal  prices? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  With  a  carry-over  of 
500,000,000  bushels  there  is  not  any 
chance  of  wheat  prices  going  above  the 
support  level. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  correct.  If  we  carry  over  only 
163,000,000  bushels  the  price  of  wheat 
would  probably  be  100  percent  of  parity. 
The  fact  is  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  asked  for  a  huge  production, 
and  undoubtedly  the  price  would  col¬ 
lapse  if  it  were  not  for  price  supports. 
The  wheat  grower  is  in  a  peculiar  situ¬ 
ation.  For  that  reason  I  have  sympathy 
with  him.  I  would  rather  have  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  exercise  the  power 
which  he  possesses  under  the  existing 
law  to  maintain  the  price  of  wheat  at  a 
reasonably  good  level,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  he  has  himself  asked  for  an  over¬ 
production.  But  if  he  does  not  choose 
to  do  so  under  the  law  he  can  be  re¬ 
quired  to  do  it.  Apparently  the  grow¬ 
ers  feel  they  would  rather  have-it  re¬ 
quired  directly  by  law. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Is  it  not  also  true  that 
on  account  of  the  switch  over  to  the 
modernized  parity  formula,  as  of  now 
there  will  be  a  drop  in  parity  of  about 
17  cents  a  bushel  for  corn  and  1  cent  or 
iy2  cents  a  pound  for  cotton? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  that  would  be 
true,  but  the  effect  on  the  farmers  in 
the  case  of  corn  would  not  be  so  great, 
because  more  corn  would  be  used,  and 
that  would  increase  the  value  of  prac¬ 
tically  all  protein  and  animal  products. 

When  the  1948  formula  was  developed, 
It  was  felt  that  it  would  be  wise  to  en¬ 
courage  as  much  use  of  corn  as  possible, 
by  having  the  farmers  feed  corn  to  live¬ 
stock,  thus  putting  the  corn  into  meat 
and  poultry  products,  because  in  that 
way  from  4  to  6  bushels  of  grain  will  he 
disposed  of,  as  compared  to  1  bushel  of 
grain  disposed  of  when  used  for  cereal 
diet.  We  deliberately  set  out  to  encour¬ 
age  an  increased  use  of  grain  in  the  form 
of  animal  products. 

So  with  that  addition,  I  see  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  enactment  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  it  is  most  unfortunate  that  each 
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4  years,  on  the  eve  of  the  presidential 
election,  we  get  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  an  agricultural  bill  in  connection 
with  which  the  decisions  are  made  from 
a  political  standpoint,  rather  than  from 
a  constructive  standpoint  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer.  This  bill  proposes  further 
extension  of  the  artificial  high  supports 
on  certain  basic  commodities. 

I  remember  that  in  1948  we  passed  an 
agricultural  bill  providing  for  a  flexible 
support  program.  If  that  program  had 
been  allowed  to  go  into  effect  as  sched¬ 
uled,  I  believe  the  American  farmer 
would  be  much  better  off  than  he  is 
today. 

A  few  minutes  ago  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  pointed  out  how 
today  the  American  farmers  are  in  worse 
shape  than  they  were  during  the  depres¬ 
sion  years,  on  the  basis  of  the  prices  they 
are  receiving  for  the  things  they  produce, 
as  compared  with  the  prices  they  are 
paying  for  the  implements  they  have  to 
buy.  That  just  shows  how  a  false  sense 
of  prosperity  has  been  created  by  the 
program  under  the  Democratic  Party.  I 
do  not  believe  anyone  will  dispute  that 
assertion. 

Likewise,  I  have  pointed  out  that  the 
agricultural  program,  as  it  is  being  ad¬ 
ministered  today,  which  takes  care  of 
just  a  few  producers  of  a  few  basic  com¬ 
modities — cotton,  corn,  wheat,  rice,  pea¬ 
nuts,  tobacco — at  an  artificially  high 
level,  is  gradually  bankrupting  the  poul¬ 
try  industry  and  the  livestock  industry 
in  the  United  States  as  well  as  the  con¬ 
sumers.  There  is  very  little  that  the 
present  program  can  do  to  the  poultry 
industry  that  it  has  not  done  in  the  last 
2  years,  because  today  that  industry  is 
practically  on  the  rocks,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  making  a  profit. 

If  this  program  is  continued  as  pro¬ 
posed  under  this  bill  for  another  6-year 
period,  it  wil  mean  that  in  that  6-year 
period  the  parity  program  can  be  com¬ 
puted  either  under  the  old  average  or 
under  the  new  average,  and  the  result 
will  be  to  continue  an  artificially  sup¬ 
ported  high  price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  make  a 
correction :  the  bill  extends  it  for  2  years, 
not  4  years. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  said  it 
would  apply  for  the  next  6-year  period, 
beginning  January  1,  1950.  That  would 
take  it  to  January  1,  1956. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  right;  but 
we  have  already  used  up  3  years  of  that 
time,  and  it  has  one  more  year  to  go  un¬ 
der  present  law.  «. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Perhaps  so,  but  by 
1956  the  10-year  cycle  following  the  war 
will  have  been  completed;  and  then, 
when  we  go  back  to  computing  prices  on 
the  last  10-year  average,  from  1956 — 
computing  them  backward — the  effect 
will  be  to  compute  them  under  the  prices 
established  under  the  90-percent  form¬ 
ula.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  dual¬ 
parity  formula  was  begun  in  January 
1950 ;  and  under  the  law  as  it  now  exists, 
it  was  to  run  for  4  years  from  January 
1,  1950. 


The  amendment  now  proposed  simply 
extends  it  2  years  more,  or  6  years  from 
1950. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct;  but 
you  go  back  to  4  years  beyond  1950,  and 
the  90 -percent  provision  was  in  effect 
during  those  4  years.  When  the  6  years 
are  added  to  that  4-year  period,  you  ar¬ 
rive  at  10  years,  when  computed  to  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1956. 

I  thought  we  might  as  well  recognize 
that  if  this  bill  is  enacted,  and  if  this 
contract  with  the  farmers  is  lived  up  to, 
the  high  formula  will  be  projected  for 
the  basic  commodities  until  1956,  while 
the  producers  of  other  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  remain  unprotected. 

If  we  do  not  change  this  agricultural 
program,  whereby  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  will  recognize  that  one  farm¬ 
er  is  one  section  of  the  country,  even 
though  he  is  a  diversified  farmer  or  a 
producer  of  livestock,  is  just  as  important 
to  the  economy  of  the  Nation  as  is  a 
farmer  who  is  producing  wheat  and  other 
grains  the  ultimate  result  will  be  to  break 
down  the  entire  agricultural  program. 
The  program  today  is  splitting  the  farm¬ 
ers  into  two  sections,  one  composed  of 
the  diversified  farmers  and  livestock 
producers  and  one  composed  of  those 
who  favor  this  program  because  they 
reap  substantial  benefits  from  it. 

The  diversified  farmers  will  not  con¬ 
tinue  to  take  the  blame  of  the  high  cost 
of  living  under  an  agricultural  program 
which,  in  reality,  not  only  gives  them  no 
benefit  but  actually  penalizes  them. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  the  case  of  cotton,  if 
the  price  continues  for  another  year  at 
about  the  present  price,  by  1954  the  par¬ 
ity  price  of  cotton  under  the  new  form¬ 
ula  will  show  an  increase  of  y2  cent  or 
possibly  1  cent  a  pound  above  the  price 
under  the  old  formula. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  At  least  it  will 
equalize  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  will  run  about  Vz  cent 
over,  if  it  stays  where  it  is. 

However,  in  the  case  of  wheat  the  Sec¬ 
retary  has  asked  for  such  tremendous 
production  that  I  think  he  is  actually  de¬ 
pressing  the  price,  because  with  that 
production  the  wheat  farmer  can  not 
hope  to  get  more  than  the  support  price. 

That  happened  in  the  case  of  potatoes. 
When  the  potato  farmers  had  60  percent 
support  on  potatoes,  60  percent  of  parity 
was  all  those  farmers  could  get.  Yet 
when  the  support  price  was  removed, 
thus  stopping  a  considerable  amount  of 
the  growing  of  potatoes,  those  who  did 
produce  potatoes  last  year  received  from 
90  percent  to  100  percent. 

So  I  think  the  new  formula  will  raise 
the  price  of  cotton  in  several  years’  time, 
and  will  increase  by  over  25  percent  the 
parity  value  of  cottonseed. 

But  in  the  case  of  wheat,  I  am  inclined 
to  think  the  tremendous  production 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
requested  will  depress  the  price  a  little. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  would  assume  that 
the  Secretary  would  foresee  the  tremen¬ 
dous  production  and  accumulation  and 
would  cut  down  on  the  requested  produc¬ 
tion,  because  if  that  is  not  done,  we  do 


not  have  in  the  Nation  sufficient  storage 
facilities  to  take  care  of  all  the  wheat 
that  will  be  produced  with  2  or  3  bumper 
crops.  The  amount  of  storage  cannot  be 
cut  down  by  increased  purchases,  be¬ 
cause  the  farmers  who  are  feeding  the 
wheat  to  livestock  cannot  afford  to  buy 
it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  1948  Congress  antici¬ 
pated  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  comply  with  the  act,  as  directed  by 
Congress.  However,  he  showed  signs  of 
not  doing  so;  and  in  1949  Congress  took 
steps  to  require  him  to  carry  out  the 
congressional  intent,  by  putting  in  the 
bill  certain  definitions  and  other  pro¬ 
visions. 

However,  the  best  bill  in  the  world 
cannot  do  the  job  any  better  than  the 
one  who  administers  it  will  do. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  correct;  there  is  no 
question  of  that. 

As  the  Senator  from  Vermont  says  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Brannan, 
had  failed  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress.  I  am  reminded  of  a  bulletin  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  issued,  and 
which  I  called  attention  to  on  this  floor, 
several  years  ago,  where  he  instructed 
his  top,  key  officials,  that  in  the  course  of 
their  official  duties,  they  should  give 
more  attention  to  getting  his  pet  farm 
program  enacted  rather  than  to  making 
the  existing  program  work. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  will  yield,  let  me 
point  out  a  case  in  which  the  law  has  not 
been  used  as  quickly  as  was  intended  by 
Congress.  The  Senator  from  Delaware 
will  recall  that  last  winter  and  spring  the, 
price  of  hogs  started  going  down,  and 
dropped  and  dropped,  until  it  fell  below  a 
fair  price.  When  the  price  of  pork 
started  to  go  down,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  did  not  move  to  support  it, 
as  he  was  authorized  by  the  law  to  do. 
He  could  have  supported  it  up  to  90  per¬ 
cent  of ‘parity.  However,  the  price  went 
way  below  parity. 

Before  the  announcement  of  any  pro¬ 
gram  to  support  the  price  of  hogs, 
thousands  and  thousands  of  hog  raisers 
had  sold  their  brood  sows  because  they 
felt  they  could  not  afford  to  keep  them 
any  longer. 

Now  we  are  faced  with  a  probable 
shortage  of  pork,  next  fall  as  a  result. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct.  And 
then  the  same  man  will  then  be  pitying 
the  consumers  in  the  cities  and  will  be 
advocating  price  controls. 

Some  day,  Mr.  President,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  will  wake  up  and  will  find 
that  price  controls  or  price  tags  emanat¬ 
ing  from  a  bureaucratic  office  in  Wash¬ 
ington  do  not  taste  very  good  when 
cooked  in  the  pot.  In  order  to  have  food, 
it  is  necessary  to  have  something  more 
than  a  bulletin  from  Washington. 
Washington  does  not  produce  food. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  almost  conclusive 
that  after  the  price  was  forced  so  low, 
last  spring,  as  to  force  the  farmers  to 
sell  their  brood  so,ws,  we  can  predict 
higher  pork  prices  to  the  consumers  this 
fall. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes;  and  the  same 
is  true  in  the  case  of  potatoes.  When 
the  price  support  was  removed  from 
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potatoes,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
tried  to  scare  the  farmers  to  death  by 
telling  them  how  poorly  they  would  fare 
in  a  free  market,  with  the  result  that 
they  cut  back  the  acreage  more  than 
they  would  have  done  had  the  Govern¬ 
ment  stayed  out.  At  the  same  time,  the 
threat  was  held  over  them  of  a  price 
ceiling.  Had  the  farmers  been  let  alone, 
they  would  have  gone  on  to  produce  the 
potatoes  necessary  to  feed  the  people 
today.  I  think  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  done  more  to  confuse  the 
farmers  than  any  other  organization, 
group,  or  individual  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  conclude  my 
remarks  because  I  recognize  that  today 
we  are  against  a  losing  proposition. 
Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is  important,  if 
we  want  to  get  a  good,  sound  agricul¬ 
tural  program  and  keep  it  in  effect,  that 
we  some  day  wake  up  to  the  fact  and 
recognize  that  a  farmer  producing 
diversified  crops  in  the  East  and  the 
producer  of  livestock  are  entitled  to 
some  recognition.  During  the  past  few 
months  we  have  been  asked  by  many 
farmers  in  our  area  why  it  is  that  dairy 
feed  and  poultry  feed  are  so  much  higher 
than  they  were  even  during  the  late  war. 
The  answer  to  that  is  that  we  are  today 
supporting  the  prices  of  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  which  go  to  make  up  the  cost 
of  feed  to  the  dairyman  and  poultryman 
at  levels  which  are  about  40  percent 
higher  than  the  ceiling  prices  on  those 
same  commodities  during  the  war.  At 
the  same  time,  the  producers  of  livestock 
are  having  to  sell  their  products  at  prices 
which  are  lower  than  the  prices  were 
during  the  late  war.  As  I  have  said,  the 
poultry  industry  has  already  been  seri¬ 
ously  damaged,  the  pork  industry  is  fol¬ 
lowing  closely  behind,  and  before  many 
months  we  are  likely  to  see  the  beef 
industry  in  the  same  situation. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  not  enough 
money  in  the  Federal  Treasury  to  sup¬ 
port  all  perishable  commodities.  I  think 
the  need  in  this  country  is  for  a  sound 
agricultural  program,  one  which  will  not 
be  an  incentive  to  production,  because 
if  we  continue  as  we  are  doing  today, 
under  an  artificially  high  support  price, 
we  are  inevitably  going  to  build  up  a 
huge  surplus,  as  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  pointed  out,  and  those  sur¬ 
pluses  are  going  to  act  as  ceiling  prices 
instead  of  support  prices.  The  prices 
on  wheat  and  corn  will  not  rise  above 
the  support  price  when  there  are  huge 
backlogs  waiting  to  be  dumped  on  the 
market.  The  same  thing  is  true  in  the 
case  of  cotton.  Whether  the  farmers 
want  it  or  not  under  this  administra¬ 
tion,  we  are  inevitably  moving  toward  a 
controlled  agricultural  economy,  with 
ceiling  prices  and  support  prices  operat¬ 
ing  at  the  same  time,  under  some  gov¬ 
ernmental  agency  in  Washington.  If 
we  are  to  have  artificially  high  support 
prices,  we  must  give  to  some  govern¬ 
mental  agency  the  control  of  acreage; 
and  the  farmers  are  going  to  be  told  how 
much  they  can  plant,  when  they  can 
plant,  and  what  they  can  do  with  the 
crop.  That  is  against  everything ,  we 
stand  for  in  America.  Furthermore, 
under  this  procedure,  the  small  farmers 
will  bear  the  heaviest  burden  on  acreage 
cut-backs. 


Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  the 
American  farmers  want  that.  The  two 
major  far  organizations  of  this  country 
have  gone  on  record  unanimously  as 
being  against  the  provisions  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  and  against  artifically  high  sup¬ 
port  prices.  They  recognize  the  danger. 
I  shall  conclude  my  remarks  by  reading 
a  telegram  which  I  received  yesterday 
from  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration,  which  I  think  speaks  louder  as 
to  what  should  be  done  in  the  matter 
of  the  agricultural  program  than  any¬ 
thing  else  that  could  be  said.  The  tele¬ 
gram,  dated  July  1,  1952,  is  from  Mr. 
Allan  B.  Kline,  president  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  and  reads 
as  follows: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  board 
of  directors  in  session  here  today  strongly 
urges  your  opposition  to  both  provisions  of 
H.  R.  8122.  We  are  for  a  price  support  policy 
providing  rotection  of  farm  prices  against 
drastic  and  unreasonable  price  declines  as 
provided  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

We  are  opposed  to  price  fixing  by  Govern¬ 
ment,  including  Government  price  fixing  of 
farm  prices  by  rigid,  high-level  price  sup¬ 
port  programs.  It  is  not  the  responsibility 
of  Federal  Government  to  guarantee  profit¬ 
able  prices  or  returns  to  any  economic 
group.  Rigid  high-level  price  support  pro¬ 
grams  are  part  of  a  trend  toward  centralizing 
more  and  more  power  and  authority  in  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  They  are  a  trap  because 
if  Federal  Government  guarantees  profitable 
farm  prices,  the  next  logical  step  is  for 
Government  to  irppose  rigid  price  ceilings 
with  result  that  farm  income  is  held  down 
in  years  of  short  crops.  High,  fixed  price 
support  programs  lead  to  an  accumulation 
of  excessive  stocks  in  the  hands  of  CCC,  the 
expansion  of  Government  controls  and  re¬ 
strictions  on  farmers  ability  to  earn  good  in¬ 
comes  by  high  production.  Mandatory, 
high-level  price  supports  can  mean  heavy 
costs  to  Treasury.  For  example,  major 
reason  international  wheat  agreement,  will 
cost  over  $600,000,000  in  its  4-year  term,  is 
level  of  price  support  that  has  been  main¬ 
tained.  High,  fixed-level  price  support  pro¬ 
grams  prevent  normal  adjustments  in  pro¬ 
duction,  unwisely  stimulate  production  of 
some  commodities  in  excess  of  needs,  and 
depress  production  of  others  below  needs. 
On  behalf  of  1,500,000  farm  families,  we 
recommend  your  opposition  to  H.  R.  8122  as 
being  harmful  to  long-run  and  real  in¬ 
terests  of  farm  people. 

Allan  B.  Kline, 

President,  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  a 
letter  which  I  have  received  from  the 
Delaware  Farm  Bureau,  Inc.,  signed  by 
Ralph  R.  Peters,  executive  secretary, 
Dover,  Del. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Delaware  Farm  Bureau,  Inc., 

Dover,  Del.,  July  2, 1952. 
Senator  John  J.  Williams, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  I  know  that  you 
have  been  giving  a  lot  of  thought  to  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  and  that  when  the  time 
comes  to  vote  you  will  support  measures  that 
you  believe  best  for  the  Nation. 

H.  R.  8122,  providing  for  extension  of  dual 
parity  for  3  years  and  mandatory  price  sup¬ 
ports  at  90  percent  of  parity  for  basic  crops, 
certainly  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  farm¬ 
ers  from  this  section  of  the  country.  I  get 


the  National  Farmers  Union  official  publi¬ 
cation  and  they  are  the  chief  supporters  of 
high  mandatory  price  supports. 

High  supports  to  farmers  will  certainly 
cause  consumers  to  demand  ceilings  at  sup¬ 
port  levels  and  soon  farmers  would  have  a 
completely  controlled  economy. 

Price  ceilings  and  high  supports  have  been 
discussed  at  a  great  many  meetings  in  Dela¬ 
ware  and  opposition  was  unanimous  to  both 
unless  in  an  extreme  emergency. 

However,  the  majority  are  in  favor  of  & 
flexible  support  program  that  will  give  farm¬ 
ers  an  opportunity  to  stay  in  business  while 
they  make  the  necessary  adjustments. 

I  understand  the  high  support  legislation 
being  pushed  by  Farmers  Union  will  soon  be 
before  the  Senate. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  R.  Peters, 
Executive  Secretary. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
clude  in  the  hope  that  this  Congress  will 
reject  the  pending  bill  and  will  return 
next  year,  1953,  to  work  out  an  agricul¬ 
tural  program  which  will  recognize  every 
farmer  in  America  as  being  equally  as 
important  to  our  economy.  Let  us  never 
forget  the  small  farmer  is  the  backbone 
of  American  agriculture  just  as  small 
business  is  the  backbone  of  our  free  en¬ 
terprise  system. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  feel  it  my  responsibility  as 
representing,  in  part,  the  State  of  New 
Jersey  to  insert  in  the  Record  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  pending  bill  two  mes¬ 
sages  which  have  come  to  me  on  the 
subject  involved  in  the  bill.  The  first 
one  is  from  Mr.  H.  W.  Vorhees,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  New  Jersey  Farm  Bureau, 
addressed  to  me,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Farmers  of  our  State  are  opposed  to  H.  R. 
8122,  which  will  place  rigid  controls  on  agri¬ 
culture  until  1956.  Your  help  in  defeating 
this  bill  is  requested.  This  is  really  im¬ 
portant. 

The  other  message  which  I  received, 
and  I  think  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams!  read  it  into  the  Record, 
is  from  Allan  B.  Kline,  president  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
Chicago,  Ill.  It  is  addressed  to  me,  and 
I  read  the  first  paragraph: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  board 
of  directors  in  session  here  today  strongly 
urges  your  opposition  to  both  provisions  of 
H.  R.  8122. 

Then  follows  the  telegram  which  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  read  in  full. 


SENATOR  MOODY’S  REPORT  ON 
FARM  POLICY 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  during 
this  busy  session  of  Congress  I  have 
spent  considerable  time  and  thought  on 
agricultural  problems.  In  order  to  get 
directly  the  views  of  farmers  in  my 
State,  I  have  studied  the  positions  of 
the  farm  organizations  on  various  as¬ 
pects  of  farm  policy.  And  I  have  also 
mailed  a  large  number  of  questionnaires 
to  Michigan  farmers  to  Obtain  their 
views  first-hand  on  specific  points  re¬ 
lating  to  our  efforts  to  jproiftqte  a  stable 
and  prosperous  farm  economy.  Our 
purpose,  of  course,  is  to  preven^ny  re¬ 
currence  of  farpi  depression  Nwhich 
would  bring  disaster  to  the  entire  coun¬ 
try  as  well  as  to  farmers. 

I  should  like,  therefore,  to  take  a  few- 
moments  of  the  Senate’s  time  this  after- 
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ric^on  to  report  on  some  of  the  findings 
and.  thinking  which  I  believe  may  be  of 
interest  to  the  Senate  and  also  to  my 
constituents. 

A  nation  must  eat.  New  cars,  re¬ 
frigeratory,  and  television  sfets  are 
mighty  nicy  to  have.  But  unless  there 
is  food  in  the  pantry,  nothing  else 
matters.  \ 

This  is  the  mean  reason  why  agricul¬ 
ture  will  always  be  our  most  important 
industry.  \ 

But  agriculture’s  importance  lies  in 
more  than  this.  If  the  farmer  and  his 
land  prosper,  the  Nation  is  likely  to 
prosper.  When  the  farmer  can  buy,  the 
manufacturer  can  sell;  when  the  manu¬ 
facturer  can  sell,  there  are  jobs  for  city 
workers.  \ 

America  has  always  known  the  value 
of  the  farmer's  place  in  the  scheme  of 
things.  But  not  everyone  has  recognized 
that  the  Nation’s  dependence  on  the 
farm  is  matched  by  the  farmer’s  de¬ 
pendence  on  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 
What  we  do  about  inflation,  military 
strength,  unemployment,  monopoly,  tax¬ 
ation  and  foreign  policy  can  make  or 
break  the  farmer. 

We  know  what  can  happen  when  these 
decisions  are  mishandled  by  men  whose 
thinking  has  lagged  behind  reality. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  with  some  of  the 
things  which  my  friend  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  said  a  few  moments  ago. 
I  differ,  however,  with  his  remarks  re¬ 
garding  fftlse  prosperity.  I  wonder  if 
he  believes  the  farmers  were  prosperous 
before  the  Government  put  into  effect 
its  program. 

Farmers  will  long  remember  the  col¬ 
lapse  of  farm  prices  in  1921,  and  the 
lengthening  shadows  of  the  later  twen¬ 
ties,  warning  of  the  gathering  storm 
ahead.  They  will  never  forget  the  brief, 
tragic  period  when  233,000  farmers  lost 
their  homes  and  their  land  to  the  men 
holding  the  mortgages.  They  have  vivid 
memories  of  milk  holidays,  bank  failures, 
two-bit  wheat,  15-cent  corn,  214-cent 
beef,  and  food  rotting  in  the  fields  while 
city  children  lacked  bread. 

Farmers  can  recall  when  the  parity 
1  ratio  stood  at  55  percent  and  the  farmer 
cleared  $247  per  year — $247  per  year  on 
which  to  raise  a  family.  That  kind  of 
poverty  does  not  build  character.  It 
builds  only  despair  and  a  burning  sense 
of  injustice. 

In  the  last  couple  of  decades,  however, 
the  American  farmer  has  come  up  from 
the  black  pit  of  desperation,  foreclosures, 
crashing  farm  prices,  and  staggering 
piles  of  unwanted  crops.  He  has  had 
behind  him  the  assurance  that  the  bot¬ 
tom  would  not  be  allowed  to  drop  out  of 
farm  prices — as  it  does  not  drop  out  of 
the  manufacturers’  prices.  He  has  had 
an  opportunity  to1  electrify  his  farm  at 
a  reasonable  .cost,  bringing  greater 
efficiency.  / 

A  realistic- 'system  of  farm  credit  has 
helped  him  expand  production  and  sur¬ 
vive  the /lean  years.  An  ever-normal 
granary  ' has  stabilized  his  supply  of 
livestock  feed,  as  well  as  safeguarded  the 
Nation  against  food  shortages.  The 
Gq^ernment  has  promoted  the  growth 
of  farm  cooperatives,  brought  about  tre¬ 
mendous  progress  in  soil  conservation, 


and  stimulated  modern  farming  prac¬ 
tices. 

Given  a  fair  break,  the  farmer  has 
forged  ahead  as  never  before. 

It  is  important  now,  as  we  ponder 
what  Government  policies  will  be  most 
helpful  to  farmers  and  the  Nation,  to 
compare  agricultural  conditions  today 
with  those  of  20  years  ago. 

Seventy-five  percent  of  our  farmers 
own  their  own  farms,  compared  to  58 
percent  in  1932. 

Farm  mortgage  debt  is  down  from 
more  than  $9,000,000,000  to  less  than 
$6,000,000,000. 

Net  farm  income  is  up  from  $1,900,- 
000,000  to  $14,600,000,000  a  year. 

In  1929,  only  8  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
farms  had  electricity;  in  1932,  it  was 
only  9  percent.  REA,  plus  enlightened 
policy  of  private  utilities  in  some  States, 
have  raised  this  to  92  percent. 

The  State  of  Michigan  leads  the  Na¬ 
tion  in  this  field.  Over  97  percent  of 
Michigan  farms  are  electrified  today, 
compared  with  14  percent  in  1930. 

Eighty  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farms 
are  included  in  the  2,450  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  districts  created  since  1937. 

But  this  is  not  all.  Equally  remarkable 
is  the  farmer’s  record  of  increasing  man¬ 
hour  output  70  percent  in  the  last  20 
years.  Backed  up  by  outstanding  re¬ 
search  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  State  experiment  stations,  he 
has  increased  his  efficiency  in  the  past 
10  years  three  times  faster  than  the  rate 
for  industry.  This  is  an  astounding 
performance. 

In  Michigan,  for-  example,  the  potato 
farmer  is  producing  three  times  as  many 
potatoes  as  in  1930,  and  on  half  the 
acreage.  Bean  growers  harvest  50  per¬ 
cent  more  beans  on  only  three-fifths 
the  1930  acreage.  Total  sugar  beet  pro¬ 
duction  has  doubled  on  only  a  third 
larger  acreage. 

The  farmer  has  a  right  to  be  proud 
of  this  achievement.  The  Nation  can 
also  take  pride  and  satisfaction  in  what 
has  been  done.  Everyone  in  our  coun¬ 
try  has  profited,  directly  or  indirectly, 
by  the  progress  which  the  farmers  have 
shown  they  can  make  if  fair  opportuni¬ 
ties  are  given  to  them. 

We  have  made  a  lot  of  progress — but 
we  have  not  come  to  the  end  of  the  road. 
The  world  changes,  and  agriculture 
changes  with  it.  Policies  which  are 
sound  at  one  time  are  out  of  date  at 
another.'  The  farm  program  must  be 
continually  reexamined  in  the  light  of 
the  changing  picture  of  today  and  the 
prospects  of  tomorrow.  If  we  are  satis¬ 
fied  to  pat  ourselves  on  the  back,  if  we 
forget  to  profit  by  the  mistakes  of  the 
past,  if  we  fail  to  look  and  plan  ahead, 
we  may  lose  what  has  been  won. 

What  are  the  main  questions  farmers 
are  asking  themselves  these  days?  It  is 
important  to  face  them  squarely. 

First,  what  Government  policies  will 
help  the  farmer  meet  the  Nation’s  food 
requirements  in  the  years  ahead? 

This  is  a  crucial  problem.  We  have 
already  brought  into  production  about 
all  the  farm  land  the  Nation  has.  In 
some  areas,  in  fact,  we  have  plowed  up 
land  which  better  would  have  been  left 
in  sod.  Yet,  in  1975.  it  is  estimated. 


there  will  be  five  plates  to  fill,  where  now 
there  are  four.  Every  24  hours  7,000 
more  persons  look  to  the  farmer  for 
bread. 

This  presents  a  major  challenge  to 
the  farmer,  and  a  problem  of  utmost 
concern  to  the  Nation.  It  is  imperative 
that  we  follow  the  most  modern  prac¬ 
tices,  conserve  our  soil  prudently,  and 
insure  that  Government  policy  is  geared 
to  stimulate,  rather  than  to  stifle,  pro¬ 
duction. 

Of  this  we  may  be  sure.  The  farmer 
likes  to  produce.  Nothing  suits  him  bet¬ 
ter  than  an  opportunity  to  turn  out 
bumper  crops— at  prices  which  net  him 
a  reasonable  profit. 

What  governmental  policies  will  help 
the  farmer  do  the  job? 

Farmers  do  not  ask  for  prices  that 
make  it  tough  on  the  low-income  con¬ 
sumer.  They  do  want  and  are  entitled 
to  a  fair  return  on  their  labor  and  their 
investment.  They  do  not  want  the  tax¬ 
payer  to  carry  them  on  his  back.  They 
do  not  want  their  freedom  eroded.  They 
are  willing,  however,  to  accept  such  in¬ 
telligent  rules  as  are  necessary  to  their 
welfare  and  the  welfare  of  the  Nation. 

To  those  sincerely  seekingly  a  farm 
program  of  maximum  usefulness,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  other  questions  press  forward. 

Is  it  fair  to  give  price  protection  to 
some  farmers  and  deny  it  to  others? 
Since  the  question  answers  itself,  how 
do  we  go  about  correcting  the  unequal 
situation  that  exists  today? 

What  can  and  should  be  done  to  help 
the  1,200,000  farmers  who  produce  less 
than  $2,000  worth  of  commodities  every 
year?  We  have  thousands  of  them  in 
Michigan. 

These  farmers,  many  of  whom  got  off 
to  a  bad  start  through  no  real  fault  of 
their  own,  are  not  enjoying  the  living 
standards  America  can  offer.  What¬ 
ever  can  be  done  to  help  them  work  out 
a  satisfactory,  self-sustaining  income 
should  be  done. 

These  farmers  do  not  want  charity — 
and  should  not  get  it.  But  if  we  can 
help  them  get  a  new  start,  under  condi¬ 
tions  which  bring  out  the  best  that  is  in 
them  because  they  see  the  prospects  of 
better  things  ahead,  they  can  make  im¬ 
portant  contributions  to  their  communi¬ 
ties  which  will  be  of  advantage  to  all 

of  U£. 

What  amount  and  what  kind  of  food 
reserves  should  the  Nation  have? 

This  is  an  exceptionally  important 
question,  because  of  the  current  threat 
•  to  peace  inherent  in  the  ominous  inter¬ 
national  conspiracy  known  as  commu¬ 
nism.  Some  hard  thinking  needs  to  be 
done  in  this  area — now. 

Finally,  what  should  be  our  policy  on 
the  exporting  and  importing  of  farm 
products? 

Farmers  and  farm  organizations  have 
already  done  a  lot  of  spadework  on  most 
of  these  problems.  So  have  Members  of 
Congress.  It  is  important  that  we  get 
the  right  answers. 

Here  are  a  few  suggestions.  They  are 
not  put  forward  in  any  sense  as  final 
conclusions,  or  as  the  only  answers. 
They  are  simply  recommendations — 
recommendations  which  others  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  be  able  to  improve  unon. 
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But  I  hcpe  they  will  provoke  thought  and 
discussion,  and  help  contribute  some¬ 
thing  toward  the  development  of  sound 
agricultural  policies  for  our  time. 

Basic  to  the  problem  of  protecting 
agriculture  against  depression  and  stim¬ 
ulating  abundant  and  confident  produc¬ 
tion,  is  the  system  of  price  supports. 
Price  supports  are  essential  to  protect 
the  Nation  from  a  collapse  of  farm  in¬ 
come  which,  in  1930  and  at  other  times, 
has  touched  off  major  national  depres¬ 
sions.  Only  war  would  be  a  greater  dis¬ 
aster  than  another  depression  on  the 
scale  of  the  early  thirties. 

Our  policy  should  be  directed  toward 
creating  the  economic  climate  in  which 
farmers  will  produce  to  the  maximum 
the  foods  we  need,  and  receive  for  their 
products  prices  as  close  to  parity  as  pos¬ 
sible.  This  provides  the  best  guaranty 
of  adequate  supply  and  therefore  the  best 
break  for  the  consumer  as  well.  After 
all,  is  not  parity,  by  definition,  the  price 
at  which  the  farmer  can  receive  in  the 
market  place  a  return  which  will  enable 
him  to  buy  the  things  he  needs  on  a  fair 
basis?  Farmers  should  not  be  forced  to 
sell  cheap  and  buy  dear. 

Of  course,  if  price  guaranties  should 
bring  about  persistent  surpluses  of  cer¬ 
tain  crops,  or  excessive  costs  to  the  tax¬ 
payer,  or  if  to  avoid  these  evils  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  tempted  to  impose  too 
many  controls,  supports  should  be  ad¬ 
justed  accordingly.  The  farmer  must 
never  be  penalized  for  producing  abun¬ 
dantly  the  things  we  need;  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  he  must  be  encouraged  to  do  so.  If 
production  of  a  particular  commodity 
goes  beyond  abundance  and  into  waste, 
he  would  want  sensible  adjustments  to 
protect  both  the  farmer  and  the  na¬ 
tional  economy.  Some  flexibility  in  the 
price-support  system  strengthens  our 
capacity  to  deal  with  special  situations. 

A  serious  weakness  in  the  present  farm 
program  is  its  failure  to  protect  specialty 
crops  adequately.  Producers  of  fruits 
and  vegetables  have  little  price  protec¬ 
tion  compared  to  other  producers.  Ob¬ 
viously,  there  can  be  no  real  justification 
for  helping  one  group  of  farmers  far 
more  than  others. 

The  regular  price-support  system  does 
not  seem  to  provide  the  answer  for  most 
perishable  commodities.  In  order  to 
maintain  price-support  guaranties  in 
this  area,  the  Government  undoubtedly 
would  have  to  resort  to  mass  purchases 
from  time  to  time.  This  frequently 
would  be  followed  by  the  rotting  or  de¬ 
struction  of  food,  something  none  of  us 
wants  to  see  happen. 

One  alternative  to  price  supports  I 
have  been  studying,  Mr.  President,  is  a 
system  of  mutual  price  insurance.  This 
idea  should  be  thoroughly  explored,  for 
it  may  be  the  answer  we  are  looking  for. 

In  the  field  of  fruits  and  vegetables, 
prices  fluctuate  sharply  from  year  to 
year.  Good  prices  1  year  may  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  unprofitable  prices  the  next. 
It  may  be  possible  to  work  out  a  volun¬ 
tary,  self-financing  insurance  plan  to 
level  out  the  losses  suffered  during  bad 
years.  If  farmers  were  to  contribute  to 
the  insurance  fund  during  favorable 
years,  and  receive  payments  from  the  in¬ 
surance  pool  during  poor  years — in  pro¬ 


portion  to  their  marketings — we  might 
go  a  long  way  toward  solving  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

The  Government’s  part  should  be  lim¬ 
ited  if  possible,  to  administering  the 
plan,  and  paying  the  administrative 
costs.  It  would  be  hoped  that  no  direct 
Government  contribution  would  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  persuade  farmers  to  join  the 
system  in  sufficient  numbers  to  make  it 
workable. 

A  plan  of  this  nature  would  of  course 
present  difficulties.  But  if  farmers  put 
their  best  efforts  into  working  out  a 
sound  insurance  plan,  these  would  not 
be  insuperable. 

Only  in  a  major  depression  should  it  be 
necessary  to  supplement  the  insurance 
fund  in  order  to  give  these  producers  the 
protection  they  unquestionably  deserve. 

The  dilemma  of  low-income  farmers, 
of  course,  presents  a  special  problem  re¬ 
quiring  special  treatment. 

The  Farmers’  Home  Administration,  if 
its  activities  were  expanded,  could  do  a 
lot  toward  putting  many  low-income 
farmers  on  their  feet.  Wherever  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  want  and  need  to  enlarge 
their  acreage,  modernize  their  farms,  or 
convert  from  a  low-cost  type  of  farming 
to  a  more  costly  type  (such  as  livestock 
farming)  the  FHA  should  help  them  do 
the  job  if  loans  from  private  sources  are 
not  available.  At  the  present  time  96 
percent  of  FHA  loans  are  being  paid  on 
or  before  schedule.  By  carefully  select¬ 
ing  enterprising  farmers  in  unfortunate 
circumstances,  thousands  of  farmers  can 
be  helped  to  geka  new  lease  on  life. 

Another  problem  of  national  as  well  as 
individual  importance  is  that  of  adequate 
food  reserves.  \ 

Our  present,  ever-normal  granary  pro¬ 
gram  builds  up  reserves  of  a  few  storables 
to  take  care  of  normal  ups  -and  downs  of 
national  yields.  But  even  this  does  not 
provide  a  reserve  for  greats,  national 
emergencies.  We  know  from  odr  experi¬ 
ences  in  World  War  II  and  in  the  Ko¬ 
rean  conflict,  how  indispensable  our  food 
reserves  can  be. 

When  we  are  spending  scores  of  bil¬ 
lions  on  military  defense  and  stockpiling 
critical  metals  for  an  hour  of  emergency, 
it  is  a  tragic  mistake  not  to  stockpile 
food  reserves  for  war.  We  need  to  store 
several  hundred  million  bushels  more  of 
both  corn  and  wheat,  substantial 
amounts  of  fats  and  oils,  dried  beans  and 
peas,  canned  milk,  dried  fruits,  and  such 
other  items  as  are  storable  and  necessary 
to  a  sound  diet.  In  the  event  of  an 
atomic  world  war,  these  reserves  could 
mean  the  difference  between  our  survival 
and  the  loss  of  all  our  liberties.  Certain¬ 
ly  we  should  not  overlook  the  compelling 
need  for  a  national  food  policy  which 
recognizes  the  tremendous  dangers  in¬ 
volved  in  a  world  in  which  freedom  and 
communism  are  locked  in  a  gigantic 
struggle  for  the  future  of  the  human 
race. 

In  dealing  with  certain  controversial 
aspects  of  agricultural  policy,  it  is  es¬ 
sential  to  be  guided  by  the  facts,  and  not 
be  deceived  by  misconceptions  of  our  na¬ 
tional  position,  even  if  widely  held. 

There  is  a  good  deal  of  discussion 
about  the  advisability  of  allowing  for¬ 
eign  farm  produce  to  compete,  to  some 
extent,  with  our  own.  Many  fail  to  real¬ 


ize  that,  if  we  adopted  a  policy  of  isola¬ 
tion  and  exclusion,  we  would  be  damag¬ 
ing  not  only  the  Nation  but  also  our 
farmers. 

Our  total  farm  exports  in  1951  were 
valued  at  over  $4,000,000,000.  This  rep¬ 
resented  about  one-ninth  of  the  total 
value  of  farm  produce  sold  during  the 
year. 

We  imported  only  about  $2,300,000,000 
of  farm  products  which  competed  with 
our  own.  The  balance  of  cur  imports 
consisted  of  noncompetitive  items  such 
as  bananas,  cocoa,  coffee,  and  so  forth. 

During  the  first  4  months  of  1952,  to 
take  a  specific  example,  we  exported  far 
more  dairy  products  than  we  imported. 

After  excluding  the  small  amount  of 
dairy  exports  which  were  subsidized  by 
our  Government,  our  dairy  exports  were 
almost  three  times  as  great  as  our  im¬ 
ports. 

Our  overseas  sales  drain  off  surpluses 
which  would  otherwise  depress  the  do¬ 
mestic  price,  or  increase  the  cost  of 
maintaining  the  support  level.  And 
here  is  the  point  to  remember:  Foreign 
nations  have  repeatedly  threatened  to 
raise  barriers  against  American  agricul¬ 
tural  exports  if  we  deny  them  the  right 
to  sell  to  us.  We  must  make  sure  this 
does  not  happen.  The  loss  of  our  for¬ 
eign  trade  would  be  a  major  blow  to  the 
American  farmer. 

This,  all  too  briefly,  capsules  part  of 
the  farm  picture  and  points  out  some  of 
the  jobs  that  lie  ahead.  It  is  my  earn¬ 
est  hope  that  the  ideas  touched  on  here 
will  stimulate  farmers  to  renewed  efforts 
to  strengthen  the  farm  program  to  meet 
their  needs  and  the  needs  of  our  people. 

A  prosperous  agriculture  goes  far  to¬ 
ward  building  the  character  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  It  contributes  stability.  It  nour¬ 
ishes  the  solid  virtues  of  diligence,  fru¬ 
gality,  and  self-reliance.  It  replenishes 
the  Nation’s  human  stock  with  those  who 
have  lived  close  to  nature  and  to  God. 

The  welfare  of  agriculture  lies  at  the 
core  of  a  sound  economy.  None  of  us 
can  afford  to  permit  the  farmer  once 
again  to  become  America’s  forgotten 
man. 


COMPUTATION  OF  PARITY  PRICES 
FOR  BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COM¬ 
MODITIES 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue 
the  existing  method  of  computing  par¬ 
ity  prices  for  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  associate  myself  with  the' 
remarks  of  the  distinguished  and  able 
“Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken] 

;  with  reference  to  the  farm  bill. 

I  am  also  fully  aware  of  the  position 
taken  by  the  able  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  a  memoer  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
as  well  as  the  position  taken  by  the  able 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
MundtL  I  realize, ~of  course,  that  in  the 
closing  days  of  this  session — and  it  may 
well  be  in  the  closing  hours  of  the  ses¬ 
sion — the  Senate  is  unable  to  consider 
all  angles  of  farm  parity  legislation. 
The  Senator  from  Vermont  has  pointed 
out  most  vividly  and  clearly  the  position 
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in  which  we  find  ourselves  and  the  pro* 
tection  which  the  farmers  of  the  coun¬ 
try  should  have. 

I  realize  that  there  is  some  objection 
to  the  Cooley  bill.  Many  persons  in  my 
State  and  some  of  the  great  farm  organi¬ 
zations  have  emphasized  to  me  the  ob¬ 
jections  they  have  to  that  measure,  but 
I  sincerely  feel  that  because  of  the  short¬ 
ness  of  time  it  would  be  wise  for  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  take  into  consideration  and  pass 
the  amended  form  of  House  bill  8122 
which,  of  course,  is  incorporated  in  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  2115. 

I  fully  agree  with  some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  feel  that  during  the  next 
year  we  shall  be  in  a  position  thoroughly 
to  investigate  and  consider  all  avenues  of 
legislative  approach  to  this  most  impor¬ 
tant  problem.  Farmers  are  a  vital  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  economy  of  this  Nation.  I 
feel  that  the  action  the  Senate  is  taking 
today  with  reference  to  the  amended 
section  of  this  measure  is  most  impor¬ 
tant  and  is  a  practical  way  to  handle  the 
situation. 

Mr.  MARTIN  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  have  received  a  telegram 
from  Allan  B.  Kline,  president  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  re¬ 
lating  to  House  bill  8122.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  it  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Chicago,  III.,  July  1,  1952. 
Senator  Edward  Martin, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  board 
of  directors  in  session  here  today  strongly 
urges  your  opposition  to  both  provisions  of 
H.  R.  8122.  We  are  for  a  price-support  policy 
providing  protection  of  farm  prices  against 
drastic  and  unreasonable  price  declines  as 
provided  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

We  are  opposed  to  price  fixing  by  Govern¬ 
ment,  including  Government  price  fixing  of 
farm  prices  by  rigid,  high-level  price-support 
programs.  It  Is  not  the  responsibility  of 
Federal  Government  to  guarantee  profitable 
prices  or  returns  to  any  economic  group. 
Rigid  high-level  price-support  programs  are 
part  of  a  trend  toward  centralizing  more 
and  more  power  and  authority  in  Federal 
Government.  They  are  a  trap  because  if 
Federal  Government  guarantees  profitable 
farm  prices,  the  next  logical  step  is  for 
Government  to  impose  rigid  price  ceilings 
with  result  that  farm  income  is  held  down 
in  years  of  short  crops.  High,  fixed  price- 
support  programs  lead  to  an  accumulation 
of  excessive  stocks  in  the  hands  of  CCC,  the 
expansion  of  Government  controls  and  re¬ 
strictions  on  farmers  ability  to  earn  good 
incomes  by  high  production.  Mandatory, 
high-level  price  supports  can  mean  heavy 
costs  to  Treasury.  For  example,  major  reason 
international  wheat  agreement,  will  cost  over 
$600,000,000  in  its  4-year  term,  is  level  of 
price  support  that  has  been  maintained. 
High,  fixed-level  price-support  programs  pre¬ 
vent  normal  adjustments  in  production,  un¬ 
wisely  stimulate  production  of  some  com¬ 
modities  in  excess  of  needs,  and  depress 
production  of  others  below  needs.  On  behalf 
of  1,500,000  farm  families,  we  recommend 
your  opposition  to  H.  R.  8122  as  being  harm¬ 
ful  to  long-run  and  real  interests  of  farm 
people. 

Allan  B.  Kline, 

President,  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 


Mr.  CAPEHART  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  first,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  make  a  few  remarks, 
and  then  I  shall  request  that  a  chart 
which  I  shall  present  be  placed  before 
the  vote  taken  on  the  parity  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  *Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  a 
chart  showing  the  exact  dollars  spent  for 
food  in  the  United  States  from  1929 
through  1951,  and  the  exact  amount  of 
national  income  each  year  from  1929 
through  1951,  together  with  the  percen¬ 
tage  of  the  national  income  spent  for 
food  by  all  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

An  interesting  fact  shown  by  the  sta¬ 
tistics  in  the  chart  is,  for  example,  that 
in  1929  the  percentage  of  the  national 
income  spent  for  food  by  all  our  people 
was  22  V2  percent  and  that  the  percentage 
of  the  national  income  spent  for, food  by 
all  our  people  in  1951  was  about  21  y3 
percent. 

Another  interesting  fact  shown  by  the 
chart  is  that  the  highest  percentage  of 
national  income  spent  by  our  people  for 
food  was  in  1932,  when  there  was  a  de¬ 
pression.  At  that  time  our  people 
spent  27  V2  percent  of  the  national  in¬ 
come  for  food.  That  was  at  a  time  when 
farm  prices  in  the  United  States  were 
very,  very  low.  They  were  certainly  ter¬ 
ribly  depressed.  Yet  the  consumer  in 
the  United  States  spent  for  food  in  1932, 
when  the  farmer  was  getting  the  lowest 
prices  for  his  products,  21  y2  percent  of 
the  national  income,  whereas  in  1951 
the  consumers  of  America  spent  for 
food  only  21 V3  percent  of  the  national 
income. 

Those  figures  certainly  prove  that  the 
consumer  does  not  necessarily  spend  for 
food  less  percentagewise  because  farm 
products  are  low.  If  prosperity  is  main¬ 
tained  on  the  farms,  there  will  be  pros¬ 
perity  in  the  cities.  There  can  be  no 
question  at  all  in  my  mind  about  that. 

The  chart  is  very  enlightening,  and  it 
ought  to  put  a  stop  to  much  of  the  un¬ 
called  for  propaganda  and  unwarranted 
attacks  which  are  made  upon  the 
American  farmer  to  the  effect  that  he 
is  getting  more  than  his  share  of  in¬ 
come  today  because  of  high  food  prices. 
The  American  public  are  paying  less 
today,  based  upon  national  income,  than 
they  paid  in  1932,  in  the  midst  of  the  so- 
called  depression. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  chart  be 
printed  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Percentage  of  national  income  spent  for  food 
in  the  United  States 


Year 

Food  ex¬ 
penditures 
(millions) 

National 

income 

(billions) 

Percent  of 
national 
income  for 
food 

1929 . 

$19, 674 

$87.4 

22.5 

1930 . 

18, 065 

75.0 

24.0 

1931 . 

14,  779 

68.9 

25.0 

1932 . . . 

11,394 

41.7 

27.3 

1933 . . . 

10, 876 

39.6 

27.4 

1934 . . . 

12,  2,56 

48.6 

25.2 

1935 . 

13, 690 

66.8 

24.1 

Percentage  of  national  income  spent  for  food 
in  the  United  States— Continued 


Year 

Food  ex¬ 
penditures 
(millions) 

National 

income 

(billions) 

Percent  of 
national 
income  for 
food 

1936 . 

$15, 295 

$64.7 

23.6 

1937 . 

16,  405 

73.6 

22.3 

1938 . 

15,669 

67.4 

23.2 

1939- . 

15,  849 

72.5 

21.8 

1940 . . . 

17, 085 

81.3 

20.9 

1941 . 

20, 148 

103.8 

19.4 

1942 . 

25,  254 

137. 1 

18.4 

1943 . 

29,  324 

169.  7 

17.2 

1944 . 

31,  879 

183.  8 

17.4 

1945 . 

35,  229 

182.7 

19.2 

1946 . 

41,615 

180. 3 

23.  1 

1947 . 

47,  239 

198.7 

24.0 

1948. . 

61,  587 

223.5 

23.0 

1949 . 

50, 674 

216.7 

23.0 

1950 . 

62.  838 

239.0 

22.  I 

1951 . 

68,  880 

276.0 

21.3 

Note  that  the  percentage  of  national  income  for  food 
remains  quite  constant.  This  proves  that  the  real  cost 
of  living  cannot  be  reduced  on  a  national  basis  through 
the  medium  of  lower  farm  prices.  The  real  cost  of  living 
can  be  reduced  only  through  an  increase  in  per  man  out¬ 
put.  This  is  also  true  of  the  over-all  standard  of  living. 

1942-45,  period  of  food  subsidies  under  OPA. 


PARITY  FOR  AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTS 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  90  percent  of  parity  for 
agricultural  products  is  included  in  the 
National  Defense  Act  for  the  period  for 
which  the  act  was  recently  extended, 
most  of  the  debate  on  the  agricultural 
bill,  H.  R.  8122,  appears  to  be  more  or 
less  academic. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  telegrams  received  from  the  Ne¬ 
vada  State  Farm  Bureau,  the  National 
Farm  Bureau,  and  others,  in  the  order 
of  their  date. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Wells,  Nev.,  June  23,  1952. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  would  urge  your  opposition  to  amend¬ 
ment  to  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  for  rigid 
high-price  supports.  Ranchers  believe  all 
forms  of  support  confusing  and  unneces¬ 
sary  at  this  time.  Best  regards. 

Russel  Weeks. 


Reno,  Nev.,  June  23,  1952. 
Senator  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Resolutions  of  1406  Farm  Bureau  families 
In  Nevada  oppose  amendment  to  Agriculture 
Act  1949  calling  for  high-priced  support. 
We  are  convinced  this  not  in  the  long  range 
interest  of  farmers.  Looking  to  you  to  call 
a  halt  to  these  unsound  proposals. 

Bill  Howard, 

Nevada  State  Farm  Bureau. 


Elko,  Nev.,  June  24,  1952. 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  oppose  amend¬ 
ment  to  Agricultural  Act  1949  for  rigid  high- 
price  support.  This  looks  like  a  trap  for 
the  ranchers  and  farmers. 

Norman  D.  Glaser. 

Halleck,  Nev. 
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Reno,  Nev.,  June  24,  1952, 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Members  of  the  Washoe  County  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  urge  your  effort  to  defeat  proposal  to 
amend  Agricultural  Act  1949  for  high-price 
support.  This  is  not  the  way  to  the  hearts 
of  Nevada  farmers  and  ranchers. 

Angelo  Rossi, 

President. 
Pit  Melindy, 

Caesar  Gasperi, 

Andy  Hanson, 

Board  of  Directors ^ 

Fallon,  Nev.,  June  25,  1952. 
Hon.  Geo.  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator  from  Nevada, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

Nevada  State  Farm  Bureau  representing 
over  60  percent  of  Nevada  farmers  and  ranch¬ 
ers  is  on  record  as  opposed  to  urgent  price 
support  system.  Price  supports  encourage 
over-production  at  the  expense  of  overloaded 
taxpayers  to  the  chagrin  of  participating 
taxpaying  farmers.  Production  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  should  be  discouraged  as 
production  goes  over  100  percent  of  normal. 
Flexible  system  needed.  Have  you  forgot¬ 
ten  Government  meddling  in  the  potato 
deal?  We  oppose  amendments  to  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  for  rigid  price  supports. 
Government  manipulated  guaranteed  profits 
not  analogous  to  free  enterprise.  We  urge 
your  support. 

George  Frey, 

Legislative  Director  and  Second  Vice 
President,  Nevada  State  Farm  Bureau. 

Minden,  Nev.,  June  25,  1952. 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  rigidly  oppose  the  amendment  to  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  for  high  price 
supports.  We  feel  that  it  has  caused  short¬ 
ages  and  over-production. 

Sincerely, 

John  W.  White, 

President,  Douglas  County  Farm  Bureau. 

Chicago,  III.,  July  1,  1952. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  Board 
of  Directors  in  session  here  today  strongly 
urges  your  opposition  to  both  provisions  of 
H.  R.  8122.  We  are  for  a  price  support  policy 
providing  protection  of  farm  prices  against 
drastic  and  unreasonable  price  declines  as 
provided  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

We  are  opposed  to  price  fixing  by  Govern- 
ent,  including  Government  price  fixing  of 
farm  prices  by  rigid  high-level  price  support 
programs.  It  is  not  the  responsibility  of 
Federal  Government  to  guarantee  profitable 
prices  or  returns  to  any  economic  group. 
Rigid  high  level  price  support  programs  are 
part  of  a  trend  toward  centralizing  more  and 
more  power  and  authority  in  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  are  a  trap  because  if  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  guarantees  profitable  farm 
prices,  the  next  logical  step  is  for  Govern¬ 
ment  to  impose  rigid  price  ceilings  with 
result  that  farm  income  is  held  down  in  years 
of  short  crops.  High,  fixed  prices  support 
programs  lead  to  an  accumulation  of  exces¬ 
sive  stocks  in  the  hands  of  CCC,  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  Government  controls  and  re¬ 
strictions  on  farmers  ability  to  earn  good 
incomes  by  high  production.  Mandatory, 
high-level  price  supports  can  mean  heavy 
costs  to  Treasury.  For  example,  major  rea¬ 
son  internation  wheat  agreement,  will  cost 
over  $600,000,000  in  its  4 -year  term,  is  level 
of  price  support  that  has  been  maintained. 
High,  fixed  level  price  support  programs  pre¬ 
vent  normal  adjustments  in  production,  un¬ 
wisely  stimulate  production  of  some  com¬ 
modities  in  excess  of  needs,  and  depress 


production  of  others  below  needs.  On  behalf 
of  1,500,000  farm  families,  we  recommend 
your  opposition  to  H.  R.  8122  as  being  harm¬ 
ful  to  long  run  and  real  Interests  of  farm 
people. 

Allan  B.  Kline, 

President,  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

Reno,  Nev.,  July  2,  1952. 

Senator  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Again  we  urge  your  effort  to  vote  down  H. 
R.  8122  with  which  short-sighted  Congress¬ 
men  are  mistakenly  trying  to  buy  votes. 
This  bill  is  for  the  wartime  support  levels. 
This  is  not  wartime.  Such  support  levels 
will  create  surpluses  for  which  Congress  will 
take  the  blame.  We  observe  this  as  another 
wedge  for  the  Brannan  plan.  Will  some  of 
these  Congressmen  never  see  the  light? 

Bill  Howard, 

Nevada  State  Farm  Bureau. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Ninety  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  is  included  in  the  National  Defense 
Act.  Therefore,  this  bill,  H.  R.  8122, 
simply  affirms  something  that  has  al¬ 
ready  become  law. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Nevada  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  entire  system  be  reviewed 
by  Congress  in  1953,  the  Eighty-third 
Congress,  and  a  feasible,  workable 
method  be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendments  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  the 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  2115  is  indefinitely 
postponed. 


CHIEF  JOSEPH  DAM  IRRIGATION 
WORKS 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  yes¬ 
terday  during  the  call  of  the  calendar 
the  Senate  passed  Calendar  No.  1975, 
Senate  bill  2320.  I  wish  my  colleague 
would  listen  to  what  I  am  saying,  because 
it  involves  a  matter  in  which  we  are  both 
interested. 

This  bill  deals  with  the  irrigation 
works  in  connection  with  the  Chief  Jo¬ 
seph  Dam.  Later  in  the  proceedings  the 
Chair  noted  that  there  was  on  the  desk 
a  measure  passed  by  the  House,  House 
bill  6163,  dealing  with  the  same  subject. 
From  a  casual  reading  of  the  two  bills 
it  appeared  they  were  identical,  hence 
the  Chair,  in  an  effort  to  expedite  mat¬ 
ters,  obtained  unanimous  consent  that 
the  vote  by  which  the  Senate  bill  was 
originally  passed  be  reconsidered,  and 
the  House  bill  substituted  for  the  Senate 
bill,  and  that  Senate  bill  2320  be  indefi¬ 
nitely  postponed. 

Unfortunately,  the  two  bills  are  not 
identical.  Section  1  of  the  House  bill 
contains  ambiguities  which  were  clari¬ 
fied  by  the  Senate  committee.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  sug¬ 
gested  the  changes.  The  text  of  the 
Senate  bill  therefore  should  be  enacted. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  vote  by 
which  House  bill  6163  was  passed  be  re¬ 
considered,  and  I  further  ask  unanimous 
^consent  that  the  House  bill  be  amended 


by  striking  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  substituting  the  language  of 
Senate  bill  2320.  That  would  mean  that 
the  Senate  would  send  to  the  House  the 
bill  the  Senate  first  passed  yesterday,  and 
I  understand  the  House  is  in  complete 
agreement  with  the  changes.  The  Chair 
was  endeavoring  to  be  helpful. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  reconsideration  of  the 
vote  by  which  House  bill  6163  was  passed 
yesterday?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  vote  is  reconsidered. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  now 
moves  that  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  House  bill  6163  be  stricken  out,  and 
that  there  be  inserted  in  lieu  thereof  the 
text  of  Senate  bill  2320.  The  clerk  will 
state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  to  insert: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  proceed  In  relation  to  the  Chief 
Joseph  Dam  project  on  the  Columbia  River, 
Wash.,  initially  authorized  by  section  1  of 
the  act  of  July  24,  1946  (60  Stat.  637),  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act  to 
make  a  study  and  report  to  Congress  on 
means  of  providing  financial  and  other  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  reclamation  of  arid  lands  in 
the  general  vicinity  of  the  project.  In  mak¬ 
ing  such  study  and  report  the  Secretary  shall 
be  guided  by  the  provisions  of  applicable 
laws. 

Sec.  2.  The  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  state  among  other  things,  the 
construction  cost  of  the  proposed  works,  in¬ 
cluding  said  authorized  project  and  proposed 
■  reclamation  units;  the  portions  of  said  cost 
allocable  to  various  functions;  the  operation 
and  maintenance  costs  of  all  functions  (of 
the  project) ;  the  amount  of  the  construction 
'  cost  allocable  to  irrigation  which  the  irri¬ 
gators  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  re¬ 
pay,  together  with  the  proposed  charges  for 
/water  service  and  proposed  repayment  pe¬ 
riod  upon  the  irrigation  allocation;  the 
amount  of  the  cost  allocable  to  irrigation  in 
excess  of  that  which  the  irrigators  can  re¬ 
pay,  which  the  Secretary  proposes  shall  be 
recovered  from  power  revenues;  the  proposed 
charges  for  power,  and  proposed  repayment 
period  on  the  amount  allocable  to  power; 
the  proposed  interest  rate  on  the  power  in¬ 
vestment,  and  the  disposition  which  the 
Secretary  proposes  to  make  of  the  interest 
component  and  other  components  of  the 
power  revenues;  the  unrecovered  cost  to  the 
Federal  Treasury  of  the  works  proposed,  in 
connection  with  the  means  of  financing  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Secretary;  the  ratio  of  net 
costs  to  net  benefits;  the  ratio  of  net  bene¬ 
fits  per  acre  to  irrigators’  repayment  per 
acr^nnd  a  complete  financial  analysis  of  re¬ 
payment  program  .together  with  all  other 
data  reasonably  required  to  enable  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  pass  upon  the  economic  feasibility 
of  the  proposed  works. 

Sec.  3.  Any  suc'h.  reclamation  works  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  constructed  under  the  study  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  act  may-.be  undertaken  only 
after  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  sub¬ 
mitted  a  report  and  findings'-thereon  under 
section  2  of  this  act  and  secnsn  9  of  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  <53  Stat. 
1187),  and  only  if  the  works  so  repoKed  on 
are  thereafter  specifically  authorized  by-  act 
of  Congress. 

Sec.  4.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  modify 
in  any  way  the  requirements  and  provisions 
of  existing  laws  with  respect  to  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  funds  for  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  the  Chief  Joseph 
Dam  and  power  plant. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 


A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  without  amendment 
the  following  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  525.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jacob  Gitlin; 

S.  697.  'An  act  for  the  relief  of  Teh-Jen 
Lee; 

S.  1159.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Stevan 
Durovlc,  Marko  Durovlc,  Olga  Wickerhauser 
Durovic,  and  Btevan  M.  Durovlc; 

S.  1423.  An  !*ct  for  the  relief  of  Michlko 
Yamamori  Wilder  and  her  minor  child; 

S.  1606.  An  abt  for  the  relief  of  Sachio 
Kanashiro; 

S.  1740.  An  act  the  relief  of  Tom  Ta- 
tekl  Irlye; 

S.  1816.  An  act  fof  the  relief  of  Shizu  Ha. 
segawa  Crockett; 

relief  of  Margherita 


relief  of  Mrs.  Annl 
ilief  of  Olga  Mad- 


S.  1867.  An  act  for 
Gentile; 

S.  1896.  An  act  for 
Franchlna; 

S.  1916.  An  act  for  the 
sen,  a  minor; 

S.  2125.  An  act  for  the  belief  of  Margit 
Stolz  Bohm  and  Klaus  Seigfrl^d  Bohm;  - 

S.  2185.  An  act  for  the  relief  spf  Annemarie 
E.  Peterson  and  Wilhelm  Ernst  Geisel; 

S.  2303.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Miki  Ta- 
kano; 

S.  2311.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Marie- 
Antoinette  Kerssenbrock; 

S.  2332.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Fumiko 
Ito  Stewart;  m 

S.  2473.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Luciano 
Pellegrini; 

S.  2498.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Brenda 
Marie  Gray  (Akemi); 

S.  2555.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Deborah 
Jayne  Engelman; 

S.  2584.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Veterans’  Administration 
domiciliary  facility  at  Fort  Logan,  Colo.; 

S.  2577.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mikio 
Abe; 

S.  2662.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sadako 
Ishiguro; 

S.  2681.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carlotta 
Olimpia  Forgnone; 

S.  2869.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Yuriko 
Nishimoto; 

S.  3162.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Andrew 
Alexander  Nara  and  Mary  Kimberly  Nara; 

S.  3193.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
Royce  Farkas; 

S.  3248.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mekaru 
Tatsubo; 

S.  3277.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Paul  D. 
Banning,  Chief  Disbursing  Officer,  Treasury 
Department,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  3280.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sadie 
Badir  Ellis  Nassif-Azar  and  George  Badir 
Ellis  Nassif-Azar; 

S.  3281.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chiu  But 
Yue; 

S.  3284.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Beverly 
Jane  Ruffin;  and 

S.  3343.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hannah 
Crumet. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to 
continue  the  existing  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  prices  for  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  asked  a  conference  with  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Cooley, 
Mr.  Grant,  Mr.  Gathings,  Mr.  August 
H.  Andresen,  and  Mr.  Hill  were  ap¬ 
pointed  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  at  the  conference. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  disagreed  to  the  amend¬ 


ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R, 
8271)  to  amend  section  457  of  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code;  asked  a  conference 
with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Doughton,  Mr.  Dingell,  Mr.  Mills,  Mr. 
Reed  of  New  York,  and  Mr.  Simpson  of 
Pennsylvania  were  appointed  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  confer¬ 
ence. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  (S.  Con.  Res.  89)  to  print  pro¬ 
ceedings  at  the  presentation  of  the 
bronze  replica  of  the-  Declaration  of 
Independence. 
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ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature 
to  the  following  enrolled  bills,  and  they 
were  signed  by  the  Vice  President; 

S.  103.  An  act  to  change  the  name  of 
Medicine  Creek  Reservoir  in  Frontier  County 
of  the  State  of  Nebraska  to  “Harry  Strunk 
Lake”; 

S.  556.  An  act  authorizing  the  transfer  of 
certain  lands  in  Putnam  County,  Fla.,  to 
the  State  Board  of  Education  of  Florida  for 
the  use  of  the  University  of  Florida  for  edu¬ 
cational  purposes; 

S.  658.  An  act  to  further  amend  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934; 

S.  1020.  An  act  to  authorize  a  preliminary 
examination  and  survey  for  flood  control 
and  allied  purposes  of  Las  Vegas  Wa6h  and 
its-'tributaries,  Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  and  vicinity; 

S.  1271.  An  act  to  permit  employees  of 
the  Canal  Zone  Government  and  the  Pan¬ 
ama  Canal  Company  to  appeal  decisions 
under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 
Act  to  the  Employees’  Compensation  Ap¬ 
peals  Board; 

S.  1310.  An  act  to  amend  Public  Law  49, 
Seventy-seventh  Congress,  so  as  to  provide 
for  the  prevention  of  major  disasters  in  coal 
mines; 

S.  2042.  An  act  to  extend  certain  privi¬ 
leges  to  representatives  of  member  States 
on  the  Council  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States; 

S.  2043,  An  act  to  authorize  the  transfer 
of  certain  property  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  General  Services  Administration  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior; 

S.  2128.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  merger 
of  two  or  more  national  banking  associa¬ 
tions  and  for  the  merger  of  State  banks  with 
national  banking  associations,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

S.  2149.  An  act  to  confer  Federal  juris¬ 
diction  to  prosecute  certain  common-law 
crimes  of  violence  when  such  crimes  are 
committed  on  an  American  airplane  in 
flight  over  the  high  seas  or  over  waters 
within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  United  States; 

S.  2199.  An  act  to  amend  the  Contract  Set¬ 
tlement  Act  of  1944  and  to  abolish  the  Ap¬ 
peal  Board  of  the  Office  of  Contract  Settle¬ 
ment; 

S.  2646.  An  act  to  cancel  irrigation  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  charges  on  the  Sho¬ 
shone  Indian  Mission  School  lands  on  the 
Wind  River  Indian  Reservation; 

S.  2690.  An  act  to  amend  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  make  un¬ 
lawful  certain  practices  of  ticket  agents  en¬ 
gaged  in  selling  air  transportation,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

S.  2909.  An  act  to  amend  the  aot  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of 
the  Coronado  International  Memorial,  in 
the  State  of  Arizona,”  approved  August  18, 
1941  (55  Stat.  630); 


S.  2938.  An  act  to  amend  section  9  of  the 
Federal.,  Reserve  Act,  as  amended,  and  sec¬ 
tion  5165  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes;  / 

S.  3051.  An  '  act  to  authorize  tlm  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  to. -transfer  to 
the  Department  of  the  Navy,  without  reim¬ 
bursement,  certain  property/^;  Fort  Worth. 
Tex.; 

S.  3052.  An  act  to  auiiiorize  certain  land 
and  other  property  ^transactions,  and  for 
other  purposes;  / 

S.  3195.  An  act 'granting  jurisdiction  to 
the  Court  of  Claims  to  hear,  determine,  and 
render  judgment  upon  certain  claims;. 

S.  3276.  Ah  act  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
“An  act, -to  assist  Federal  prisoners  in  their 
rehabilitation”;  and 

S.  3337.  An  act  to  authorize  the  loan  of 
two  submarines  to  the  Government  of  the 
Netherlands. 


PARITY  PRICES  FOR  BASIC  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  announcing  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the 
existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  re¬ 
questing  a  conference  with  the  Senate 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  insist  upon  its  amendment,  agree 
to  the  request  of  the  House  for  a  con¬ 
ference,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  Johnston  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Young  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


AMENDMENT  OF  SECTION  457  OF 
INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  announcing  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8271)  to  amend  section 
457  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and 
requesting  a  conference  with  the  Senate 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Hous¬ 
es  thereon. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  move  that  the  Senate 
Insist  upon  its  amendments,  agree  to  the 
request  of  the  House  for  a  conference, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  George, 
Mr.  Connally,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado, 
Mr.  Butler  of  Nebraska,  and  Mr.  Mar¬ 
gin  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


EXPRESSION  OF  APPRECIATION  TO 
SENATOR  BRIDGES 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ufish  to  say  that  my  work  with  my  good 
friend,  the  distinguished  minority  leader, 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  has  been  very  pleasant. 
He  has  been  most  cooperative. 
He  has  always  informed  me  of  any  In¬ 
tention  on  the  part  of  the  minority,  and 
I  have  tried  to  inform  him  of  any  inten- 
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tion  on  the  part  of  the  majority  or  the 
majority  leader. 

Perhaps  once  in  a  while  we  may  slip; 
but  we  constantly  do  the  best  we  can  to 
protect  individual  Senators  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate;  and  we  expect  to 
continue  to  do  so. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 


NOTICE  OF  CONSIDERATION  OF 
CERTAIN  BILLS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  give  notice  of  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  two  more  bills  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Johnson]  would  like  to  call  up.  They 
are  H.  R.  7126  and  H.  R.  5954,  both  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  transfer  of  land. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  One  of 
the  bills,  Mr.  President,  pertains  to  the 
Federal  Government  giving  to  the  State 
of  Colorado  a  quarter  of  an  acre  of  land 
to  be  used  for  highways,  and  the  other 
bill  pertains  to  the  vacation  of  some  Fed¬ 
eral  ground,  a  small  tract  in  Camden, 

N.  J. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  another  small  bill  which  I  may 
wish  to  move  to  have  the  Senate  take  up 
tomorrow.  I  wish  to  give  notice  of  it  at 
this  time.  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
shall  move  to  have  the  Senate  take  up 
•  the  bill;  but  I  wish  to  give  notice  now,  so 
that  if  I  shall  decide  to  make  that  mo¬ 
tion,  the  Senate  will  be  on  notice. 

This  measure  is  Senate  bill  2137,  Cal¬ 
endar  740.  The  bill  is  similar  to  an¬ 
other  bill  regarding  public  works  and  the 
leasing  of  property.  As  in  the  other  sit¬ 
uation,  the  bill  involves  a  dispute  be¬ 
tween  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments  and  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  differences 
will  be  settled.  If  they  are  not  settled, 

I  have  no  intention  of  moving  to  have 
the  Senate  take  up  the  bill.  However, 

I  simply  wish  to  call  attention  to  this 
matter. 

I  hope  I  shall  not  have  to  move  to  have  / 
the  Senate  consider  any  measures  about7 
which  I  have  not  given  notice;  but  if 
that  necessity  should  arise,  I  shall  cer¬ 
tainly  consult  first  with  the  minority 
leader  and  tell  him  why  I  shall  have  to 
depart  from  this  rule.  / 

I  make  this  statement,  Mr.  President, 
because  if  there  is  one  thing  that  I  want 
when  the  Senate  adjourns,  it  is  to  have 
Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  feel 
that  I  have  tried  to  be  fair. 


APPROPRIATION  FOR  POST  OFFICE, 
COUNCIL  BLUFFS,  IOWA 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Arizona  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  merely  want  to  give  notice  that,  tomor¬ 
row,  I  shall  ask  to  take  up  House  bill 
7778,  which  is  a  bill  unanimously  passed 


by  the  House.  It  has  come  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  It  is  a  most  important  bill  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  post  office  at  Council 
Bluffs,  Iowa,  where  unfortunately  the 
public  mails  are  being  handled  in  a  rat- 
infested  ancient  warren  that  should  have 
been  condemned  and  torn  down  years 
ago,  and  which  was  not  even  built  for  a 
public  post  office.  It  is  very  vital  that 
the  bill  be  passed.  It  has  been  delayed 
for  a  good  many  years,  so  I  shall  ask 
to  have  that  bill  taken  up  tomorrow. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  that  I  hope  the  Senator  will  dis¬ 
cuss  the  matter  with  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  and  he  and  I  will  confer 
about  it.  Perhaps  we  will  agree  to  take 
it  up.  Has  the  Senator  spoken  to  me 
about  it? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  That  is  why 
I  wanted  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Has  the  Senator 
previously  spoken  to  me  about  taking  it 
up? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Not  about 
taking  it  up.  A  day  or  two  ago  I  spoke 
to  the  Senator  about  that  and  another 
bill.  I  did  not  emphasize  the  other  o 
so  much,  because  it  was  a  bill  of  a  diff 9  !- 
ent  kind. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Had  the  Senator 
come  to  me,  we  might  have  had  Jifis  bill 
taken  up  today. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  spoke  to  the .  Senator  abojrt  it  a  day 
or  two  ago,  but  I  did  not  emphasize  it, 
because  it  was  before  theyPublic  Works 
Committee  and  had  not/been  reported. 
It  has  not  yet  been  reported,  as  I  think 
it  should  have  been.  'But  the  other  bill 
about  which  I  spoke-'to  the  Senator  yes¬ 
terday  and  again/ today — and  he  was 
very  kind  about  Ai — was  one  that  had 
already  been  imported.  It  was  passed 
this  afternoonywithout  objection.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the/kindness  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  will  confer  with 
the  distinguished  minority  leader  about 
the  bill  In  which  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
is  interested,  but  I  do  not  know  what  our 
attitflde  will  be. 


SOLDIER  VOTING 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  give  notice  that  tomorrow,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  and  a  large  group  of  other 
Senators,  every  Senator  here  is  invited 
to  join  in  the  submission  of  a  resolution 
asking  the  Governors  of  the  various 
States  to  cooperate  in  order  to  provide 
soldier  voting.  The  House  has  failed 
to  take  action  on  the  Senate  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  soldier  voting,  and  certainly  at 
this  time  the  men  and  women  of  the 
service,  particularly  the  men  who  are 
fighting  overseas,  should  have  every 
right  to  vote,  and  an  opportunity  to  vote. 
This  resolution  seems  now  to  be  the  only 
thing  that  we  can  do.  It  would  call 
upon  the  Governors  of  the  various  States 
to  take  such  steps  as  they  might  find 
reasonable  and  proper  to  provide  the 
right  to  vote  to  service  men  and  women. 
I  do  not  think  there  will  be  any  objec¬ 
tion,  but  I  wanted  to  give  notice  that  I 
intend  to  bring  it  up. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  NATURAL 
GAS  ACT 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  there  is  a  bill  in  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker]  is  very 
much  interested.  He  is  not  presently  on 
the  floor,  and  I  therefore  do  not  ask  for 
immediate  consideration  of  the  bill,  but 
I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  S.  1084,  which  is 
Calendar  No.  1387., 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  bill-by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1084  to  amend  section  2  of  the  Natural 
Gas  Act.  // 

The  VICE1  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  thq  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona.- 

The,  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
whyfti  had  been  reported  from  the  Com- 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com- 
with  amendments. 


INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL 
CONDUCIVE  TO  IMPROVED  RELA¬ 
TIONSHIP  BETWEEN  RURAL  ELEC¬ 
TRIC  COOPERATIVES  AND  PUBLIC 
AND  PRIVATE  INTERESTS 

'Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  strongly  in  favor  of  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report  approving  the  In¬ 
terior  appropriation  bill.  I  think  the 
committees  and  the  conferees  have  done 
a  good  job' on  this  measure. 

Particularly  I  consider  this  report  and 
its  aproval  by  the  Senate  a  long  step 
forward  in  providing  for  a  harmonious 
working  relationship  between  the  rural 
electric  cooperatives  and  the  public  and 
private  power  interests.  This  bill,  by 
establishing  a  continuing  fund  of  $1,000,- 
000  for  the  Southwestern  Power  Ad¬ 
ministration  insures  the  continuation 
of  the  contracts  with  both  private  power 
and  public  power  sources  for  a  cheap 
and  dependable  supply  of  wholesale 
power  to  serve  the  millions  of  farm  cus¬ 
tomers  in  the  southwestern  area  of  the 
United  States. 

The  passage  of  this  measure  will  be 
a  milestone  in  the  progress  of  rural  elec¬ 
trification  throughout  Oklahoma  and 
the  southwestern  area. 

Mr.  President,  for  many  years  I  have 
been  an  ardent  and  enthusiastic  sup¬ 
porter  of  rural  electrification.  I  have 
followed  the  progress  of  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  from  its  inauspicious  beginning 
16  years  ago  when  only  11  percent  of  the 
farms  in  this  Nation  were  electrified, 
and  I  have  never  ceased  to  marvel  at  the 
astounding  record  of  accomplishments 
and  service  of  the  REA  to  our  farm 
families. 

Sixteen  years  ago,  89  percent  of  Amer¬ 
ica’s  farm  homes  were  in  darkness,  with¬ 
out  the  advantages  of  labor-saving  de¬ 
vices  like  washing  machines,  electric 
irons,  and  power  tools  and  pumps,  or  the 
conveniences  which  add  so  greatly  to 
the  pleasures  of  daily  living  such  as  elec¬ 
tric  refrigerators,  deep  freezers,  electric 
stoves,  radios  and  television  sets. 

Sixteen  years  ago  only  11  percent  of 
our  farms  were  receiving  the  electricity 
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The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

'The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  3,  strike  out  “first  two  sen¬ 
tences  of  the.” 

Tl;e  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina?  , 

Theye  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concur¬ 
red  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


July  1* 


TO  AMEND  THE  ACT  OP  JUNE  28,  1944 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2657)  to 
amend  the  act  of  June  28,  1944  (ch.  294, 
title  III,  58  Stat.  414). 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  explain  what  the  bill  is  and  what 
contact,  if  any,  he  has  made  with  the 
Members  on  the  minority  side. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  The  bill  is  to  strike 
language  out  of  a  bill  that  concerns  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  It  was  voted 
out  of  our  committee  unanimously  by 
both  sides. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  this  had  better  be  withdrawn 
until  the  gentleman  has  conferred  with 
the  other  side. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
withdraw  the  request  at  this  time. 


UNVEILING  OF  BRONZE  REPLICA  OF 
DECLARATION  OF  INDEPENDENCE 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  89. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  proceedings,  held  in  the 
Rotunda  of  the  United  States  Capitol  at 
the  presentation  and  unveiling  of  the  bronze 
replica  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence, 
be  printed,  with  illustrations,  in  such  form 
and  style  as  may  be  directed  by  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Printing,  as  a  Senate  docu¬ 
ment;  and  that  5,000  copies  be  printed,  of 
which  4,000  copies  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  1,000  copies 
shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  concurrent  resolution  was 
concurred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired,  the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at  4 
o’clock  and  15  minutes  p.  m. 


RECESS 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  authority 
heretofore  granted,  the  Chair  declares  a 
recess  until  4:15  p.  m. 

(Thereupon,  at  3:28  p.  m.,  the  House 
stood  in  recess  until  4:15  p.  m.) 


PARITY  PRICES  FOR  BASIC 

AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to 
continue  the  existing  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  prices  for  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate  amendments  there¬ 
to,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amendments, 
and  ask  for  a  conference  with  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  might  I  ask 
the  gentleman  what  the  other  body  did? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  other  body  sub¬ 
stituted  what  is  known  as  the  Russell- 
Young  bill  for  the  House  bill,  with  an 
amendment  dealing  with  support  prices 
for  long  staple  cotton.  It  is  hoped  that 
the  conferees  will  be  able  to  reach  an 
early  agreement.  You  will  recall  that 
the  first  section  of  the  House  bill  was 
identical  with  the  Russell-Young  bill, 
which  dealt  only  with  the  old  and 
modernized  parity  formula.  The  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  two  bills  being  the  90 
percent  support  price  program  on  basic 
commodities. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]?  [After  a 
pause.]  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Cooley,  Grant,  Gathings,  August  H. 
Andresen,  and  Hill. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1953 

Mr.  MAHON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7391)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953,  and  for  other 
purposes : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Kept.  No.  2483). 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7391 )  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  and  related  independent 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1953,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  5,  9,  20,  21,  22,  23,  23  y2,  24, 
26,  34,  47,  48,  49,  61,  and  62. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  3,  6,  11,  13,  14,  15,  16,  17,  19,  30,  32,  33, 
38,  39,  41,  51,  55,  and  58,  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 


ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
tp  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows; 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$155,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to ’.the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recdde  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agr^e 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$625,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the\same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agtee  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$35,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$550,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  tq  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,410,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12 ::  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbefed  12,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment,  amended  t of  read  as  follows: 
“ :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  or 
any  other  appropriation  in  this  Act  may  be 
used  for  pay  and  allowances  of  military  per¬ 
sonnel  assigned  to  recruiting  duty  in  excess 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  amount  expended  for 
6uch  purpose  during  tjhe  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbefed  18:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  wth  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sura  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,736,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  25,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sqm  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$440,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$100,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,485,896,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  31:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  31,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ““$860,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$879,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 


1952 

The  'fcfierk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  ehacted,  etc.,  That,  In  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  immigration  and  naturaliza¬ 
tion  laws,  cftju  But  Yue,  the  minor  child  of 
a  United  States  citizer  father,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  nonquota  immigrant  if  other¬ 
wise  admissible  iipder  the  provisions  of  the 
immigration  laws.  , 

\ 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  \ 

BEVERLY  JANE  RUFFIN 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  32841  for  the 
relief  of  Beverly  Jane  Ruffin. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  sections  4  (a)  and  9  of  the  Immigration 
Act  of  1924,  as  amended,  the  minor  child, 
Beverly  Jane  Ruffin,  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  the  natural-born  alien  child  of 
MaJ.  and  Mrs.  James  C.  Ruffin,  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 
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been  honorably  discharged  from  the  United 
States  Navy,  and  that  the  said  Sadako  Ishi- 
guro  shall  be  eligible  for  a  visa  as  a  nonim¬ 
migrant  temporary  visitor  for  a  period  of  3 
months:  Provided,  That  the  administrative 
authorities  find  that  the  said  Sadako  Ishi- 
guro  is  coming  to  the  United  States  with  a 
bona  fide  intention  of  being  married  to  the 
said  Quentin  A.  Auerswald,  and  that  she  is 
found  otherwise  admissible  under  the  immi¬ 
gration  laws.  In  the  event  the  marriage  be¬ 
tween  the  above-named  parties  does  not 
occur  within  3  months  after  the  entry  of 
the  said  Sadako  Ishiguro,  she  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  depart  from  the  United  States, 
and  upon  failure  to  do  so  shall  be  deported 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tions  19  and  20  of  the  Immigration  Act  of 
1917,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.  title  8,  sections 
155  and  156).  In  the  event  that  the  mar¬ 
riage  between  the  above-named  parties  shall 
occur  within  3  months  after  the  entry  of  the 
said  Sadako  Ishiguro,  the  Attorney  General 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  record  the  law¬ 
ful  admission  for  permanent  residence  of 
the  said  Sadako  Ishiguro  as  of  the  date  of 
the  payment  by  her  of  the  required  visa  fee 
and  head  tax.  / 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
third  time,  was  read  the  third  time,  arid 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  tt'as 
laid  on  the  table.  / 


/ 


HANNAH  CRUMET 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  3343)  for  the 
relief  of  Hannah  Crumet. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  solely  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  section  4  (a)  and  section  9  of  the  Im¬ 
migration  Act  of  1924,  as  amended,  and  not¬ 
withstanding  any  provisions  excluding  from 
admission  to  the  United  States  persons  of 
races  ineligible  to  citizenship,  Hannah 
Crumet,  a  minor  half-Japanese  child,  shall 
be  considered  the  alien  natural-born  child 
of  Sergeant  First  Class  and  Mrs.  Robert  R. 
Crumet,  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table.  / 


JACOB  GITLIN 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  525)  for  the 
relief  of  Jacob  Gitlin. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

/  \ 

Be  it  enacted,  Me.,  That  fo^  the  purposes 
of  the  immigration  and  naturalization  laws 
Jacob  Gitlin  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence  as  of.  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  act,  upon  payment 
of  the  required  visa  fee  and  head  tax.  Upon 
the  granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota- 
control  officer  to  deduct  one  number  front 
the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year  that  , 
such  quota  is  available. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


the  accounts  of  E.  J.  Brennan,  former  Chief 
Disbursing  Officer,  Treasury  Department;  not 
to  exceed  the  sum  of  $30.70  shall  be  credited 
in  the  accounts  of  Guy  F.  All§ri,  deceased, 
former  Chief  Disbursing  Officer,  Treasury 
Department;  and  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of 
$14.90  shall  be  credited  in /the  accounts  of 
Don  Iler,  regional  disbursing  officer,  New 
York,  N.  Y.,  such  credits  being  allowed  to 
adjust  certain  overdrafts  in  such  accounts; 
and  (b)  not  to  exceed  the  stated  sums  shall 
be  paid  to  the  following -named  employees 
or  former  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue,'’  in  reimbursement  for 
amounts  paid  by  them  from  their  personal 
funds  on  accpUnt  of  counterfeit  bills  and 
notes  accepted  by  them  while  in  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  their  official  duties:  J.  W.  Bell, 
Ben  Binkl^r,  Otfmar  W.  Epple,  Adele  Frous- 
sard,  Caroline  O.  Gesner,  Agatha  M.  Joy, 
Rosetta  H.  Little,  James  A.  Metzger,  Mary  L. 
Milhotfin,  Edith  G.  Mohr,  David  R.  Mooney, 
Jr.,  arid  Joseph  C.  Zoellner,  $10  each;  Bertha 
M.  Barrett,  F.  H.  Bowden,  Jr.,  Joan  Conrad, 
Mary  Jane  Davis,  and  Edward  J.  Jerge,  $20 
each;  and  Ashton  J.  Daussat,  A.  L.  Schwemm, 
./Joe  V.  Vandiver,  and  Mildred  F.  Whartenby, 
$30  each. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reoonsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  proceedings  whereby  the  bill,  H.  R. 
8001,  was  passed  were  vacated,  and  that 
bill  was  laid  on  the  table. 


SADAKO  ISHIGURO 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2662)  for  the 
relief  of  Sadako  Ishiguro. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania? 

There  was  on  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  provisions  of 
the  immigration  laws  relating  to  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  aliens  inadmissible  because  of  race 
shall  not  hereafter  apply  to  Sadako  Ishiguro, 
the  Japanese  fi-mede  of  Quentin  C.  Auers¬ 
wald,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  has 


PAUL  D.  BANNING 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  3277)  for  the 
relief  of  Paul  D.  Banning,  Chief  Disburs¬ 
ing  Officer,  Treasury  Department,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lane]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  there  be  hereby 
appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  sum  of 
$1,236.41,  of  which  amount  (a)  not  to  exceed 
the  sum  of  $422.35  shall  be  credited  in  the 
accounts  of  Paul  D.  Banning,  Chief  Disburs¬ 
ing  Officer,  Treasury  Department;  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  sum  of  $428.46  shall  be  credited  in 


VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION  DOM¬ 
ICILIARY  FACILITY  AT  FORT  LO¬ 
GAN,  COLO. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill 
(S.  2584)  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Veterans'  Administration 
domiciliary  facility  at  Fort  Logan,  Colo. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  Veterans’  Affairs  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  establish,  operate,  and  maintain 
on  the  property  now  in  the  possession  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration  at  Fort  Logan, 
Colo.,  a  facility  for  the  domiciliary  care  of 
veterans  eligible  for  such  care  under  laws 
administered  by  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion. 

Six;.  2.  Such  sums  as  are  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  act  are  authorized 
to  be  appropriated. 

The  bill  Nyas  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  ’’read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


PERMITTING  JOINT  PATENTEE  TO 
BRING  SUIT  ON  PATENT  IN  COURT 
OF  CLAIMS  \ 

Mr.  BRYSON.  Mr. 'Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  3975)  to 
amend  section  1498  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  so  as  to  permit  a  joint 
patentee  to  bring  suit  on  a  patent  in  the 
Court  of  Claims  in  certain  cases  where 
one  of  more  of  his  copatentees  is  barred 
from  doing  so,  with  a  Senate  amendment 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 


I 


KU  (pp.  95^5-6) . 


•ITEMS  IN  ArPMDIX  -  July  4 

%  RoP*  McCarthy  inserted  Secretary  Brannan's  memorandum  outlining 
USDa  s  poll  disregarding  cooperatives  (tro,  44476-7), 

>8.  ELECT  HI  FI  CATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Price  commending  the  REA  program 
and  statin<e  that  'progress  that  has  been  made ,c. is  a  monument  to  farm  peoule 
themselves"  (pp,  A^7^80)a  *  yr 

P>9«  IKFORI'LiTI 0 J 3  Sen0  Wile^  discussed  the  *' tremendous  jrfower  wielded  by  the  executive 
agencies  bj ^ virtue  of  the  le^ipns  of  publicity  averts"  and  inserted  a  Milwaukee 
Journal  article  claiming  that  thy  Forest  Soryite  sends  out  publicity  materials 
that  are  not  wanted  (p.  A4491)0  \ 

V  / 

100,  COTTON .  Rep.  Cooley  inserted  a  nowsp^cr  editorial  commending  the  efforts  of 

Rep,  lib  erne  thy  in  behalf  of  the  co^tfon  farmers  (pp,  A4463-4), 

101,  rRICE^ CONTROL,  Rep,  Bolling  inserted  a  Washington  Evening  Star  editorial 

criticising  the  reduction  hy' OPS  appro pri ati  oni>Hp ,  A4462). 

102,  HEALTH.  Speech  in  the  Hjab.se  by  Rep,  Fogarty  favoring-  increased  expenditures  by 

the  Federal  Government' for  health  research  (pp.  A4461-2), 

103,  RETIREMENT.  Speo^fi^in  the  House  by  Rep.  Springer  favoring  h^cost-of-living 

increase  in  annuities  of  retired  Federal  employees  (pp.  A447&**^)* 

104,  FARM  rROGR^u  Rep,  Madden  inserted  his  recent  speech  before  the  Indiana  Demo¬ 

cratic  .Convention  discussing  "today's  farm  prosperity  through  USDA  urograms" 
and  ^amending  REA  (pp„  A4498-500)o  n. 

105,  BUDGETING,  .  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep,  Coiner  urging  passage  of  the  bill  to 
create  a  joint  budget  committee  and  provide  for  additional  investigations  of  ' 
the  appropriation  needs  of  Federal  agencies  (pp.  A4495-6) 

■  -  1  1  i.um.1,1  u  mi  ini  11 1  >.>!*<—■  <w.»w  1  ■  -■«  .. .  .  ■—  ■—  —  


HOUSE  -  July  5 

,u6.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R,  8122,  to 
continue  the  dual  parity  formula  through  1955  and  to  require  90%-of— pari ty 
price  supports  on  basic  co nmio di t ie s  through  1954  (pp.  9761,  9640-3,  9723-4). 
inis  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  The  conferees  agreed  to  reinstate 
the  90 %  provision  with  an  amendment  which  makes  it  applicable  only  to  the  1953 
and  195^  crops  instead  of  the  1953,  195^.  and  1955  crops  as  provided  in  the 
House  version.  They  accepted  the  sections  providing  for  price  support  for  the 
1953  crop  of  extra- long— staple  cotton  but  with  a  modification  of  the  basis  for 
determining  the  level  of  support  from  a  cost-o.f-production  factor  to  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  farm  price  of  long-staple  cotton  and  the  farm  price  of 
American  upland  cotton  in  the  7  years  193^—42  inclusive.  (The  committee  stated 
that  this  will  result  in  a  support  price  for  extra-long-staple  cotton  about  2,3 
times  the  support  price  of  short-staple  cotton.  The  conferees  changed  the 
penalty  rate  for  long-staple  cotton  from  50^  of  the  parity  price  to  a  penalty 
of  50/o  of  the  parity  price  or  $QCJ  of  the  support  price,  whichever  is  higher. 
Rep.  Hoeven  had  been  appointed  to  replace  Rep,  Hill  as  a  conferee  on  this  bill 
(p.  9687), 


-IQ? .  2!  IB '  I  (I  HE  I N  AL-I4^>frr--A^rnurd-1^  *73X77  providing  far 


Wl. 


of  a  tract  of  SCS  submarginal  land  to  Hope,  IT,  Mex.  *(p,  9687),  This  b*ll 
now  be  sent  to  the  President, 


SOCIAL \jECURITY.  Loth  Houses  adopted  the  conference  report  on  H,  R«  7806,  to 
increase  old-age  and  survivors  benefits  under  the  Sociitl  Security  AcV  (ppr 


9761,  96^—6,  9724-35) .  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President"'.  The 
conferees  'increased  the  income  limitation  to  $75  a  month  and  deleted  the  Case 
amendment  concerning  agricultural  workers,  / 


CHEMICALS  I  IT  I'OtoS,  Rep.  Abernethy  was  authorized  to  file  minority  views  on 
the  investigation,  of  the  use  of  chemicals  in  foods  and  cosmetics  (H,  Rept, 


2356,  part  2),  ail'd  the  Select  Committee  on  this  matter  suj^Titted  its  report 


(PP.  9691,  9751) 


/ 


■ECONOMIC  GROWTH,.  Rop\  Bur  n side  spoke  on  the  economic^rowth  of  We  Va»  in  the 
last  20  years  including  the  improved  situation  of  the  farmer  (pp,  9708-12). 

S UPPLEMEN T AL  APPROPRIATIONS!  LLf  1953s  Agreed  to/£he  conference  repo r t  on  this 
bill,  H.  R,  8370,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  (pp.  9746—50), 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the\Senate  amendment  J( with  a  clarifying  provision)  to 
the  House  amendment  (by  Rep.\tfhitten)  regarding  sale  of  agricultural  commodi-m 
jti_es,  but  stated  that  "The  committee  does  Tfot  intend  that  the  quantity  of 
American  agricultural  products  W  co nmodvCi e s  be  reduced  below  tho,t  heretofore 
purchased  because  of  this  language,"  Tlfe  conferees  also  fixed  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  Defer sp_  Production  Administration  at  $2,750,000,  Economic  Stabiliza- 
Agency  at  $60,000,000,  and  Journal  Civil  Defense  Administration  at 
$8,000,000;  and  lixed  the  price  whj'clk nay  be  paid  for  automobiles  at  $1,400. 
The  provision  for  a  transmissio n^.ii no  'in  Minn,  was  stricken  "with  the  under¬ 
standing  tnat  it  will  be  given jtery  car&ful  consideration  if  it  is  proposed 
in  tae  budget. for  1954,"  TheJHouse  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  pro- 
\ ide^$190, 000  additional  for/ SCS  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects 
and  $125,000  for  sea-water  Research  through'- the  Interior  Department/ 

Later  the  Senate  rejected  the  conference^. report  on  this  bill  and  asked 
for  a  further  conf oror.e«f  on  the  amendments,  in  disagreement,  The  House  subse¬ 
quently  adopted. the  sefeond  conference  report,  ^hu  "Daily  Digest"  states, 
.action  on  this  further  conference  was  pending  wften  this  issue  went  to  press," 
and  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  Senate  recessed  until  Mon.,  July  7,  with¬ 
out  completing  action  on  this  measure,  (pp,  9746-5*0^  977A-83,  D708,D710.) 


/ 


SENATE  -  July  5 


s 


V 


\ 


STAxE,  JU Sxlfik ,  COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1953*  Agrees^ to  the  conference 


report  on/this  bill,  Hu  R.  7289  (pp.  9622-5) 
the  President, 


This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 


\ 


DEPENDS  DEPARTMENT .  ATPR0P  RI  AT  I  ON  BILL,  1953o  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  confer- 
report  on  this  bill,  returned  the  bill  to  conference  for  farther  consid- 
tion  of  amendments  which  had  been  reported  in  disagreement,  arid  agreed  to 
second  conference  report  (pp.  9634-40,  9751,  9784).  This  bilfv*all  now  be 
sent  to  the  President, 


2968, 


PERSONNEL  RETIREMENT .  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
to  provide  for  increased  annuities  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  ^ 
The  conferees  increased  the  limitation  to  $2,160  yearly,  made  the  increases 
effective  through  June  1954,  and  added  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  cou 
0^9  comprehensive  survey  of  the  retirement  systems,  (pp. 

9o2<g  9675-6.)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


CHj ,  Pleas©  return  to  /  v 

CHIEF.  LEGISLATIVE  REPORTING 
Of  n  co °p tfiP  i*1  frMhti  to* ® 

82d  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  f  j  No.  2490 


PARITY  PRICES  FOR  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


July  5,  1952. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFEKENCE  BEPOBT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  8122] 


The  committee  of  conference  on  tile  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to"  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to 
continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices  for  basic 
agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  section  SOI  (a)  (i)  (G)  oj  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(G)  Notwithstanding,  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  the 
parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  of  any  date  during 
the  six-year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its 
parity  price  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  paragraph  at  the  end  of  section  101  (d)  thereof: 

“(6)  The  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  for  the  1953  and  1954  crops  of  any  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  with  respect  to  which  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas.” 

Sec.  3.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended,  as 
follows: 

1.  Add  a  new  subsection  (fj  at  the  end  of  section  101  of  such  Act,  as 
follows: 

“(f)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  relating  to  price  support  for  cotton  shall 
apply  severally  to  (1)  American  upland  cotton  and  (2)  extra  long  staple 
cotton  described  in  subsection  (a.)  and  ginned  as  required  by  subsection  (e) 
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of  section  847  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as  amended , 
except  that  the  level  of  price  support  which  shall  be  made  available  to 
cooperators  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  of  the  1958  crop  if  producers  hare 
not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  therefor  shall  be  at  a  level  bearing  the 
same  relationship  to  the  level  of  price  support  determined  for  American 
upland  cotton  as  the  average  farm  price  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  during 
the  period  1936-42,  inclusive,  bore  to  such  price  for  American  upland 
cotton.  Disapproval  by  producers  of  the  quota,  proclaimed  under  such 
section  347  shall  place  into  effect  the  provisions  of  section  101  (d)  ( 3 )  of 
this  act  with  respect  to  the  extra  long  staple  cotton  described  in  subsection 
(a)  of  such  section  347 .  Nothing  contained  herein  shall  affect  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Secretary  under  section  402  to  make  support  available  for  extra 
long  staple  cotton  in  accordance  with  such  section  402.’ ’ 

2.  Add  a  new  section  420  to  such  Act,  reading  as  follows: 

“Sec.  420.  Any  price  support  program  in  effect  on  cottonseed  or  any 
of  its  products  shall  be  extended  to  the  same  seed  and  products  of  the 
cottons  defined  under  section  347  ( a )  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  off 938,  as  amended.” 

Sec.  4-  Section  347  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1988,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ LONG  STAPLE  COTTON 

“Sec.  347.  ( a )  Except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this  section,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  part  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cotton  which  is 
produced  from  pure  strain  varieties  of  the  Barbadense  species,  or  any 
hybrid  thereof,  or  other  similar  ty}>es  of  extra  long  staple  cotton  designated 
by  the  Secretary  having  characteristics  needed  for  various  end  uses  for 
which  American  upland  cotton  is  not  suitable,  and  grown  in  irrigated 
cotton-growing  regions  of  the  United  States  designated  by  the  Secretary 
or  other  areas  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  suitable  for  the  production 
of  such  varieties  or  types. 

“(b)  Whenever  during  any  calendar  year,  not  later  than  October  15, 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply  of  cotton  described  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  such  calendar  year  will 
exceed  the  normal  supply  thereof  for  such  marketing  year  by  more  than 
8  per  centum,,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  such  fact  and  a  national 
marketing  quota. shall  be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  such  cotton  produced  in 
the  next  calendar  year.  The  Secretary  shall  also  determine  arid  specify 
in  such  proclamation  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  in 
terms  of  the  quantity  of  cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  adequate  to 
make  available  a  normal  supply  of  such  cotton,  taking  into  account  ( 1 ) 
the  estimated  carry-over  at  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  which 
begins  in  the  next  calendar  year,  and  (2)  the  estimated  imports  during 
such  marketing  year.  The  national  marketing  quota  for  cotton  described 
in  subsection  (a)  for  any  year  shall  not,  be  less  than  the  larger  of  80.000 
bales  or  a  number  of  bales  equal  to  80  per  centum  of  the  estimated  domestic 
consumption  plus  exports  of  such  cotton  for  the  marketing  year  beginning 
in  the  calendar  year ■  in  'wh  ich  such  quota  is  proclaimed . 

“(c)  All  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  section  342,  subsections  (h),  (k), 
and  (l)  of  section  844>  the  parenthetical  provisions  relating  to  acreages 
regarded  as  having  been  planted  to  cotton,  and  the  provisions  relating  to 
minimum  small  farm  allotments ,  shall,  insofar  as  applicable,  apply  to 
marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  section: 
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Provided,  That  the  applicable  penalty  rate  for  such  cotton  under  section 
846  shall  be  the  higher  of  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  or  50  per 
centum  of  the  support  price  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  as  of  the  date 
specified  therein. 

“(d)  Unless  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  under  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  the  penalty  provisions  of  section  346  shall  not  apply  to  any  cotton 
the  staple  of  which  is  one  and  one-half  inches  or  more,  in  length. 

“(e)  The  exemptions  authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (d)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  unless  (1)  the  cotton  is  ginned  on  a,  roller-type 
gin  or  (£)  the  Secretary  authorizes  the  cotton  to  be  ginned  on  another 
type  gin  for  experimental  purposes  or  to  prevent  loss  of  the  cotton  due 
to  frost  or  other  adverse  conditions.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 
George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

C.  B.  Hoeven, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Clyde  R.  HOey, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Milton  R.  Young, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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any  people  anywhere,  any  time.  A 
greater  variety  of  palatable  and  nutri¬ 
tious  food  is  available  to  us  than  to 
others  anywhere. 

Food,  clothing,  and  homes — more  of 
and  better  than  any  other  people  ever 
possessed — we  have. 

A  cow  which  produced  726  pounds  of 
butterfat  in  305  days,  was  bred  by  the 
American  dairyman. 

The  American  cattle  raiser  puts  on 
four  feet  moi'e  and  better  meat  than  is 
produced  in  any  other  country. 

The  American  poultryman  has  given 
us  a  hen  which  lias  produced  more  than 
350  eggs  a  year--the  top  record. 

And,  so  on,  down  the  list,  indefinitely, 
one  might  go. 

And  did  all  this  come  about  through 
accident?  Certainly  'not.  We  are  in 
our  enviable  situation  apd  condition  be¬ 
cause,  and  only  because';,,  under  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  Government,  man’s  inventive 
power  and  desire  for  progress  have  been 
fostered  and  encouraged.  And — do  not 
forget  this — our  progress  in  Industry  and 
husbandry  in  merchandising-,  in  every 
single  activity  which  has  contributed  to 
our  advancement  and  our  progress,  is 
based  upon  the  practice  of  ever -seeking 
the  better  tool  and  method,  the  discard¬ 
ing  of  the  less  efficient.  \ 

From  the  days  of  our  forefather^  we 
have  recognized  that  only  through  the 
process  of  selecting  the  better,  discard¬ 
ing  anything  and  everything  when  it 
failed  to  meet  the  test  of  the  times,  could 


scripting  officials  are  in  the  slightest  de¬ 
gree  to  be  criticized  because  they  do  not 
meet  the  standards  imposed  by  the 
Armed  Services. 

What  I  am  saying  and  intend  to  say 
and  insist  is  true  is,  that  if  any  business¬ 
man,  any  industrialists,  any  tiller  of  the 
soil,  any  inventor,  any  professional  man, 
anyone  anywhere,  followed,  the  practice 
of  destroying  the  best  implements  need¬ 
ed  in  connection  with  his  activities,  kept 
and  used  the  less  efficient,  his  failure 
would  be  as  certain  as  day  follows  night. 

What  would  happen  to  the  cattleman 
who  kept  the  long  horned,  long  legged, 
bony  steer  for  breeding  and  thus  at¬ 
tempted  to  product  beef? 

What  would  happen  to  the  poultry- 
man,  to  the  dairyman,  the  fruit  grower, 
to  the  farmer,  if  each  sought  to  further 
his  activities  by  retaining  for  his  own 
use — whether  it  was  for  production, 
breeding,  planting  or  sowing — the  less 
perfect  materials  at  his  command? 

Oh,  do  I  hear  you  say,  “But  only  the 
best — those  nearest  perfection,  mentally 
and  physically — can  render  the  utmost 
of  service  in  wartime?”  Quite  true. 
But  for  hWv  long  and  in  how  many  wars 
may  we,  without  disaster,  continue  to 
draw  upon  our  store  of  young  manhood? 

The  logical  thing — and  if  we  are  to  re¬ 
tain  our  security,  make  progress — is  that 
we  avoid  entanglements  in  the  affairs  of 
others  which  inevitably  lead  us  into  wars 
in  which  the  welfare  of  our  people,  the 
seCurty  of  our  Republic,  are  not  directly 
involved. 

It  is  axiomatic  that  we  cannot  support 

un¬ 


continued  progress  be  achieved,  main- 

today  with  our  one  indispensable  '  all  those  who,  by  our  standards,  are  un 
resource  upon  which  we  must  depend,  cjerpiivileged,  that^we  cannot  fight  i 
not  only  for  our  prosperity  and  happi/ 
ness,  but  for  the  security  of  our  Nation, 
we  are  ignoring,  we  have  discarded,  the 
policy  which  has  served  us  so  well  in 
every  field  of  human  endeavor. 

The  industrialist,  the  merchandiser, 
the  businessman,  each  and  all  send  their 
scrap,  their  culls,  to  the  junk  heap. 


We,  as  a  people  and  a  Nation  have  been 
so  frightened  by  fear  create?  by  false 
propaganda,  we  have  been  seduced  into 
the  belief  that  we  may  abandon  the 
methods  which  have  madq/us  the  hap¬ 
piest,  the  most  prosperous,  contented, 
and  powerful  people  on  Grid's  green  foot¬ 
stool.  We  have  accepted  the  idea  that 
we  may  send  the  best  of  our  young  man¬ 
hood  in  ever  increasing  numbers,  to  fight 
and  die  on  foreign  sgfil  in  wars  in  which 
we  have  no  real  stake,  without  losing 
either  our  prosperity,  liberty,  or  security. 

The  physically,  mentally  afflicted 
young  men,  the  /culls”  here  used  merely 
by  way  of  emphasis  and  respectfully — 
we  keep  at  h<Ane,  send  to  college,  hold 
in  reserve  for /he  husbands  of  our  daugh¬ 
ters,  and  i/xon  them  depend  for  the 
perpetuation  of  our  race.  And  we  bring 
from  other  lands  hundreds  of  displaced 
persons./ 

Of  tffe  2,654,125  men  examined  be¬ 
tween  /September  1948  and  May  1952, 
1,063/50 — about  40  percent — were  re¬ 
jected  as  either  mentally,  morally  or 
physically,  unfit  to  fight  the  battles  on 
foreign  soil. 

am  not  saying,  nor  am  I  intimating, 
/hat  those  who  are  rejected  by  our  con¬ 


stead,  there  should  be  a  recess  with 
agreement  to  meet  at  a  day  certain — 
say  in  30  or  60  days — or  under  agreement 
that  we  may  be  called  into  session  upon 
call  of  the  leadership  of  either  the  ma¬ 
jority  or  minority  of  the  House  and 
Senate  as  a  date  upon  which  they  may 
agree.  I  believe  it  to  be  for  the  best 
interest  of  the  country  that  the  House 
and  Senate  recess  and  not  adjourn,  j 
The  situation  existing  in  this  country 
and  conditions  throughout  the  world, are 
i  in  such  serious  condition  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  not,  in  my  opinion,  adjourn 
sine  die  at  this  time. 


RECESS 


declares 
m.,  sub- 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chaff 
the  House  in  recess  at  12:38 
ject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

(The  proceedings  of  the  Hriuse  for  this 
day  subsequent  to  the  recess  will  be 
printed  in  the  next  issue  of  the  Record.) 


m 

every  war  in  which  some  other  nation 
may  become  involved,  without  so  weak¬ 
ening  ourselves  that  our  people  will  not 
only  lose  all  those  things  which  make  life 
so  enjoyable,  lose  our  individual  free¬ 
dom  affd  liberty,  but  we  will  destroy  our¬ 
selves  a‘s  a  nation. 

The  tjme  when  we,  as  a  people, 
should — as  does  every  other  nation — 
consider  and  act  for  our  own  security,  is 
long  past  dffe. 

The  accomplishment  of  a  good  end  is 
always  to  be  hoped,  striven,  and  prayed 
for,  but  foolish  indeed  is  the  individual  - 
and  the  nation  .which  destroys  itself  in 
the  attempt  to  bring  about  the  impos¬ 
sible.  \ 

Charitable  we  should  be — as  always 
we  have  been — as  /he  Good  Book  ad¬ 
monishes  us  to  be  charitable,  but  it  also 
tells  us  that  the  Lord,  helps  those  who 
help  themselves. 

We  also  know  that  l\e  who  first  de¬ 
stroys  himself  will  never  be  able  to  help 
anyone. 

The  nation  which,  decade  after  dec¬ 
ade,  sends  the  flower  of  its  youth  to  fight 
and  die  in  war,  is  on  the  road  to  ruin. 


RECESS  VERSUS  SINE  DIE 
ADJOURNMENT 

(Mr.  REES  of  Kansas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  my  considered  opinion  that  this 
House  should  not  adjourn  sine  die.  In\ 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON  PUB¬ 
LIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTION S 

Under  clause  2  of  rifle  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follow^: 

Mr.  ABERNETHYi  Select  Committee  To 
Investigate  the  Use  of  Chemicals  in  Foods 
and  Cosmetics.  Report  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  74  and  House  Resolution  447, 
Eighty-second  Congress,  first  session.  Reso¬ 
lutions  creating  a  select  committee  to  inves¬ 
tigate  the  use  of  chemicals  in  foods  and  cos¬ 
metics  (Rept.  No.  2356,  pt.  2).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  VINSON:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  8120.  A  bill  to  authorize  certain  con¬ 
struction  at  military  and  naval  installations, 
and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  2488). 
Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  VINSON:  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices.  Report  on  Investigations  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  38  and  House  Resolution  114, 
Eighty-second  Congress,  first  session,  and 
House  Resolution  557,  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  second  session  (Rept.  No.  2489).  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
jAn  the  State  of  the  Union.  ■ 

Mr.  COOLEY:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  8122.  A  bill  to  continue  the  existing 
method  of  computing  parity  prices  for  basic 
agricultural  commodities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  (Rept.  No.  2490).  Ordered  to  be 
printed.  ,  . 

Mr  noTTGHTQN :  Committee  of  confer¬ 
ence.  H.  R.  7800.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II 
of  /he  Social  Security  Act  to  increase  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits,  to  pre- 
asurance  rights  of  permanently  and 
totally  /isabled  individuals,  and  to  increase 
the  amotmt  of  earnings  permitted  without 
loss  of  benefits,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept. 
No.  2491).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  McGRATH :  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  7313.  A  bill  making  appropriations  for 
the  legislative  branch,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  2492).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  DOUGHTON:  Committee  of  Confer¬ 
ence.  H.  R.  8271.  A  bilt\to  amend  section 
457  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (Rept. 
No.  2493).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  CANNON:  Committee  ol  conference. 
H.  R.  1370.  A  bill  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 


No.  121 - 23 


9*762 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


30,  1953,  and  for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No. 
2494).  vrdered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  MAHON:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  7391.  A  bill  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  and  related 
independent  Agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1953,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  2495).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  ENGLE:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  2190.  A  bill  tp  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  to  the  town  of  Dedham,  Maine,  of 
a  certain  strip  of  land  situated  in  such 
town  and  used  as  a  road  right-of-way  (Rept. 
No.  2496).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  CANNON:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  7268.  A  bill  making  appropriations 
for  civil  functions  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  for  the1- fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953,  and  for  ot|ier  pur¬ 
poses.  (Rept.  No.  2497).  Ordered  to  be 
printed. 

PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  3  of  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  ELLIOTT: 

H.  R.  8539.  A  bill  to  extend  the  Federal  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  system  to  people 
in  agriculture,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  FURCOLO  (by  request)  : 

H.  R.  8540.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  HINSHAW: 

H.  R.  8541.  A  bill  to  provide  for  Federal 
participation  in  the  design,  development,  and 
service  testing  of  jet  transport  aircraft  in  the 
manner  recommended  by  the  Civil  Aeronau¬ 
tics  Board,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce. 

By  Mr.  OSMERS: 

H.  R.  8542.  A  bill  to  establish  a  temporary 
commission  to  study  air  safety  conditions  in 
the  United  States;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

H.  R.  8543.  A  bill  to  establish  a  Commission 
on  Tax  Policy  to  study  various  methods  for 
limiting  the  taxing,  appropriating,  spending, 
and  borrowing  powers  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  PHILBIN: 

H.  R.  8544.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Veterans’  Administration  domi¬ 
ciliary  center  at  Cushing  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration  Hospital  at  Framingham,  Mass.;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  WEICHEL : 

H.  R.  8545.  A  bill  to  provide  flood  relief  for 
Lake  Erie  and  the  Great  Lakes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  ARMSTRONG:  / 

H.  R.  8546.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as 
amended,  to  provide  increased  benefits  for 
certain  medical  correctional  officers  of  the 
Public  Health  Service;  to  ,the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  BOYKIN; 

H.  R.  8547.  A  bill  ,to  authorize  the  im¬ 
provement  of  Mobile  Harbor,  Ala.;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  OSMERS: 

H.  R.  8548.  A  bill  to  establish  a  temporary 
commission  to  study  ethical  and  moral 


standards  in  the  Federal  Government;  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  DONOHUE: 

H.  R.  8549.  A  bill  to  establish  a  Federal 
Commission  for  the  Physically  Handicapped, 
to  define  its  duties,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

H.  R.  8550.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  retroactive  death  pension  to  widows 
and  children  of  veterans  after  7  years’  con¬ 
tinued  and  unexplained  absence;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

H.  R.  8551.  A  bill  to  establish  corpora¬ 
tions  to  assist  financial  institutions  in  mak¬ 
ing  credit  available  to  commercial  and  in¬ 
dustrial  enterprises  and  to  provide  capital 
for  such  enterprises;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency. 

H.  R.  8552.  A  bill  for  the  establishment  of 
a  Commission  on  Old-Age  and  Retirement 
Benefits;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

H.  R.  8553.  A  bill  to  prohibit  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  employment  because  of  race,  creed. 


July  5, 1952 

By  Mr.  DOYLE: 

H.  J.  Res.  497.  Joint  resolution  proposing 
an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  to  grant  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  who  have  attainted  the  age  of 
18  the  right  to  vote;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


PRIVATE  BILLS 

Under  clause  1 
bills  and  resolutij 
severally  referred 


RESOLUTIONS 

5f  rule  XXII,  private 
is  were  introduced  and 

_ _ _ as  follows: 

By  Mr.  JAVITS  (by  request) : 

H.  R.  8564.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Arthur 
Kalisz  (Arthur  Kalisch);  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By- Mr.  McCORMACK: 

H.  R.  8565.  A  bill  for  the  relief  ol  Harry 
Clay/Maull,  Jr.;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 


/ 


By  Mr.  SHELLEY: 


color,  national  origin,  or  ancestry;  to  the  H.  R.  8566.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Cathryn 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor.  .  Glesener;  to  the  Committee  on  the 


VOi  lirili  U  too  Oil  XJUUVUl/iWil  Uiiu  fclUWUl  a  < 

H.  R.  8554.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Attorney-  Judiciary, 
General  to  conduct  preference  primaries  fpt 
nomination  of  candidates  for  President 
Vice-President;  to  the  Committee  on 
Administration. 

H.  R.  8f>55.  A  bill  to  revise  the  Feder&l  elec¬ 
tion  laws),  to  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

H.  R.  8556. -A  bill  to  provide  Supplement¬ 
ary  unemployment  compensation  benefits  in 
certain  cases  to  workers  unemployed  dur¬ 
ing  the  national' emergency',  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 


/ 


Means. 

H.  R.  8557.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  natural¬ 
ization  of  parents  ojMieterans  without  re¬ 
gard  to  certain  requirements  of  the  natural¬ 
ization  laws;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary.  /  \ 

H.  R.  8558.  A  bill  to  enable  States  and 
their  agencies  and  political  subdivisions  to 
plan  for  the  'construction  of  public  works; 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works’. 

H.  R.  8569.  A  bill  to  prescribe  policy  and 
procedure  in  connection  with  constriction 
contracts  made  by  executive  agencies,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Judiciary. 

R.  8560.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  commission  to  investigate  and 
make  recommendations  with  respect  to  the 
distribution  of  governmental  functions  and 
sources  of  revenue  within  the  framework  of 
our  Federal,  State,  and  local  systems  of  gov¬ 
ernment;  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 

H.  R.  8561.  A  bill  to  encourage  expansion  of 
business  by  allowing  a  deduction,  for  in¬ 
come-tax  purposes,  of  certain  capital  ex¬ 
penditures;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

H.  R.  8562.  A  bill  to  allow  to  corporations 
an  exemption  of  $25,000  for  income-tax  pur¬ 
poses,  and  to  provide  that  the  combined  nor¬ 
mal  tax  and  surtax  rate  of  38  percent  shall  be 
applicable  to  corporations  having  taxable 
Incomes  of  less  than  $50,000;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

H.  R.  8563.  A  bill  to  rescind  the  order  of 
the  Postmaster  General  curtailing  certain 
postal  services;  to  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  petitions 
and  papers  were  laid  on  the  Clerk’s  desk 
and  referred  as  follows : 

790.  By  Mr.  BRAY:  Petition  of  118  citizens 
of  Greene  County,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of  H.  R. 
2188,  the  Bryson  bill;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

791.  Also,  petition  of  338  citizens  of  Sul¬ 
livan  County,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188, 
the  Bryson  bill;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

792.  Also,  petition  of  11  members  of  the 
Women’s  Christian  Temperance  Union,  First 
Christian  Church,  Sullivan,  Ind.,  in  behalf 
of  H.  R.  2188,  the  Bryson  bill;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

793.  Also,  petition  of  16  members  of  the 
Alpha  Bible  Sunday  School  Class,  Methodist 
Church,  Linton,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188, 
the  Bryson  bill;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

794.  Also,  petition  of  48  citizens  of  Gos¬ 
port,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188,  the  Bry¬ 
son  bill;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 

'oreign  Commerce. 

Also,  petition  of  24  citizens  of  Brazil, 
Inch,  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188,  the  Bryson  bill; 
to  trte  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commb 

796.  Also,  petition  of  28  citizens  of  New¬ 
berry,  Incb*  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188,  the  Bry¬ 
son  bill;  to\he  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Con 

797.  Also,  petifion  of  23  citizens  of  Ownes- 
ville,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188,  the  Bry¬ 
son  bill;  to  the  Cohjmittee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce.^ 

798.  Also,  petition  ’«ff  79  members  of  the 
Baptist  Church,  Sullivan,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of 
H.  R.  2188,  the  Bryson  biB;  to  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  ^Commerce. 

799.  Also,  petition  of  nine-members  of  the 
Women’s  Christian  Temperance  Union,  Ja- 
sonville,  Ind.,  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  2188,  the 
Bryson  bill;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce. 
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we  have  decided  not  to  go  ahead  with  the 
Aro  contra^ 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I 'Weld. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  it  not  also  true  that 
if  the  Senate  goes  #long  with  the  con¬ 
structive  suggestion  how  being  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  and  recedes 
from  its  position,  wh&j  we  return  in 
January,  if  by  that  time,  the  Air  Force 
puts  before  us  new  evidence  and  new 
data  indicating  that  a  n^w  type  of 
contract  with  the  Aro  Co.  is  desirable,  it 
will  still  be  possible  at  that  time  to  enter 
into  a  contract  even  with  that  concern, 
provided  the  contract  is  properly  ar¬ 
rived  at.  \ 

Mr.  KEM.  Exactly,  provided  the 
proper  steps  are  taken  to  protect  the  ih- 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  United  States^ 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Is  it  not  also  correct  to 
say,  with  reference  to  the  statement  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  about  ex¬ 
pediting  the  business  of  the  Senate  on 
the  last  day,  that  by  receding  from  the 
Senate  position  at  this  time  we  eliminate 
all  items  in  disagreement  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report?  So  that  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  expedition,  it  would  help  rather 
than  delay? 

Mr.  KEM.  If  we  recede  from  our  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  amendment,  all  differences 
between  the  House  and  Senate  are  im¬ 
mediately  eliminated. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Whereas,  if  we  were  to 
insist  on  our  amendment — and,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  yea-and-nay  vote  in  the 
House  was  3  to  1  in  support  of  its  posi¬ 
tion — it  is  conceivable  that  we  may  in¬ 
volve  ourselves  in  a  legislative  snarl 
which  will  take  hours  to  unravel,  and 
even  then  the  Senate  may  have  to  re¬ 
cede  from  its  position. 

Mr.  KEM.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  make 
one  further  point.  With  reference  to 
what  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
stated,  I  agree  completely  about  the 
hazards  and  the  undesirability  of  having 
retired  Army  officers  and  Government 
procurement  officers  associate  them¬ 
selves  with  large  corporations  and  then 
engage  immediately  in  business  with  the 
Government.  One  of  the  nastiest  and 
ugliest  and  most  disgraceful  scandals 
which  our  committee  of  investigation 
worked  on  involved  Signal  Corps  pro¬ 
curement  officers  in  Philadelphia  who 
were  doing  business  with  a  New  York 
concern  which  was  headed  by  retired  of¬ 
ficers  of  the  Army.  The  amounts  of 
money  involved  were  small,  but  the  ac¬ 
tivities  were  scandalous  and  disgrace¬ 
ful.  They  involved  a  great  many  small 
contracts  on  which  competitive  bids 
were  unnecessary.  Without  any  reason 
whatever,  except  because  of  connections 
established  between  men  in  the  service 
and  men  recently  retired  from  the  serv¬ 
ice,  business  was  allocated  to  the  New 
York  concern  at  tremendous  cost  to  the 
taxpayers.  I  hope./We  can  take  some  ac¬ 
tion  in  the  Senate  which  will  provide 
some  regulatory- solution  to  a  situation 
which  is  increasing  alarmingly. 

Mr.  KEM.  A  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  K$H.  I  yield. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  would  inform  me 
if  I  understand  correctly  the  statement 
of  Representative  Gore  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  on  April  9th,  which  is  to  be 
found  at  page  3937  of  the  Congressional 
Record,  namely,  that  General  Carroll, 
who  was  originally  in  charge  of  the 
project  thought  that  the  maximum  out¬ 
lay  which  the  Aro  Co.  should  make  was 
a  million  and  a  half  dollars  during  the 
current  year,  and  that  at  3  percent  the 
fee  would  have  netted  $45,000.  Repre¬ 
sentative  Gore  charged  that  General 
Carroll’s  superior,  General  Partridge, 
fixed  the  amount  at  $3,000,000,  which 
would  give  the  Aro  Co.  a  fee  of  $90,000, 
and  then  removed  General  Carroll.  Is  it 
the  understanding  of  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  that  the  statement  of  Repre¬ 
sentative  Gore  is  correct? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes;  that  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  with  one  exception.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  General  Carroll’s  recom¬ 
mendation  was  a  fee  of  $25,000. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  On  an  outlay  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $840,000. 

Mr.  I£EM.  He  considered  that  t6  be 
adequate.  In  that  connection  there  is 
an  interesting  comment  on  the  GAO  re¬ 
port,  whiclT.the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  mentioned.  It  illustrates  the  pit- 
falls  from  theNstandpoint  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  taxpayers  with  respect  to  a 
contract  of  this  kind.  There  was  a  very 
eminent  engineer  in  the  employ  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is, that  General  Far¬ 
rell? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes.  He  was  getting  $17,- 
500  a  year  and  the  Aro  Co.  employed  him 
at  $30,000.  They  took  him  away  from 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  and 
raised  his  salary  from  $17,500  to  $30,000. 
Of  course,  the  taxpayers  paid  the  dif¬ 
ference.  In  the  case  of  this  type  of  con¬ 
tract  we  ate  in  the  position  of  bidding 
against  ourselves  for  talent,  which,,  of 
course,  is  a  very  ridiculous  position  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  further  question. 
The  Senator  from  Missouri  has  men¬ 
tioned  Mr.  Leo,  who  was  hired  by  Aro 
to  be  its  operating  head  at  $20,000  a 
’  year. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Missouri  un¬ 
derstand  that  Mr.  Leo  had  previous  ex¬ 
perience  in  the  field  of  construction  or 
of  aerodynamics  which  would  peculiarly 
qualify  him  for  that  position? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  not  acquainted  with 
Mr.  Leo,  but  my  information  is  that  his 
talents  are  along  publicity  lines,  that 
he  is  one  of  the  most  skillful  men  in 
that  field  who  ever  operated  on  the  Cap¬ 
ital  scene.  David  Lawrence  has  paid 
him  the  tribute  of  saying  that  he  was  the 
greatest  ghost  writer  in  Washington. 
With  talents  of  that  kind,  and  after  tak¬ 
ing  the  time  required  to  attain  that  po¬ 
sition  in  the  field  of  ghost  writing,  it 
would  be  unusual  if  he  also  attained  an 
outstanding  position  in  the  field  of  aero¬ 
dynamics. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  engage  in  punning,  but  evi¬ 
dently  if  he  was  an  expert  in  the  field 
of  wind,  it  was  a  different  kind  of  wind. 
[Laughter.] 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hill 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  that  the 
Senate  further  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  43,  request  a  further 
conference  with  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
question,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Missouri  will  state  it. 

Mi*.  KEM.  When  this  motion  is  dis¬ 
posed  of,  will  it  be  in  order  for  me  to  move 
that  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  43? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not 
without  having  the  Senate  reconsider  its 
vote  on  the  preceding  motion. 

The  motion  referred  to  by  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  would  be  in  order  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  KEM.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
now  move - 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  will  state  it. 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  same  issue  will  be  decided  in 
either  case,  regardless  of  the  way  the 
matter  is  presented?  In  other  words, 
is  it  not  correct  that  an  affirmative  vote 
on  the  motion  I  have  made  will  be  a  vote 
to  send  the  bill  to  a  further  conference, 
and  a  negative  vote  will  be  a  vote  to  deny 
that,  and  to  result  in  the  defeat  of  the 
Senate  amendment,  in  effect? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  at  this  time 
I  move  that  the  Senate  recede  from  its 
amendment  numbered  43. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  is  in  the  form 
of  a  substitute  for  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming,  and  takes  prece¬ 
dence  over  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  \iTyoming. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  KEM.  On  this  question,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  anc^jiays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  O’MAHOlfEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  pqint  out  that  the  new 
motion,  that  of  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri,  which  does  have  precedence  over 
my  motion,  from  a  parliamentary  point 
of  view,  presents  the  following  situation: 
Senators  who  desire  to  stand  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  should  now  vote  “nay,” 
against  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Missouri,  which  is  a  motion  to  recede 
from  the  Senate  amendment  numbered 
43.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Missouri  that  the 
Senate  recede  from  its  amendment  num¬ 
bered  43. 
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On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

TheMegislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll;  and  Mr.  Bennett  voted  “yea” 
when  his  name  was  called. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  roll 
call  has  already  begun,  and  one  Senator 
has  voted. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  ask  for  a  state¬ 
ment  of  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recede  from  its  amendment  num¬ 
bered  43. 

The  roll  call  has  already  begun,  and 
the  clerk  will  continue  with  the  call  of 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnttson],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  McCarran],  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
McMahon]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brewster], 
the  Senators  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft  and 
Mr.  Bricker],  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Duff],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  and  the  Sen- 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Nixon]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Ives],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland],  and  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin]  are  absent  by  leave 
of  the  Senate.  / 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Sea¬ 
ton],  and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Thye]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  are  absent  because  of  illness 
in  their  respective  families. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Cain*],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley] 
are  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Ecton],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Ec¬ 
ton],  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Hendrickson],  and  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 


vada  [Mr.  Malone]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  27, 
nays  34,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 27 


t  of 


Aiken 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Bennett 

Flanders 

Monroney 

Butler,  Md. 

Fulbright 

Moody 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hennings 

Morse 

Capehart 

Hickeniooper 

Mundt 

Case 

Humphrey 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Jenner 

Smathers 

Douglas 

Kem 

Watkins 

Dworshak 

Martin 

NAYS— 34 

Williams 

Benton 

Hunt 

McKellar 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Clements 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Mahoney 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Pastore 

Ellender 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Frear 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  C. 

George 

Langer 

Stennis 

Gillette 

Lehman 

Underwood 

Green 

Long 

Welker 

Hill 

Maybank 

Young 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Holland 

McFarland 

NOT  VOTING— 

-35 

Anderson 

Hendrickson 

O’Conor 

Brewster 

Ives 

Russell 

Bricker 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Bridges 

Knowland 

Seaton 

Byrd 

Lodge 

Smith,  Maizie 

Cain 

Magnuson 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Carlson 

Malone 

Sparkmafa 

Dirksen 

McCarran 

Taft  / 

Duff 

McMahon 

Thye/ 

Eastland 

Millikin 

Tobey 

WUey 

Ecton 

Neely 

Hayden 

Nixon 
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So  Mr.  Kem’s  motion  was  rejected. 

Saltonstall  conferees  on  the  part 
the  Senate  at  the  further  conference. 

Mr.  MCFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  want  to  request  again  that  per¬ 
sons,  other  than  Senators,  retire  from 
the  Senate  Chamber,  unless'  they  have 
business  requiring  their  attendance  on 
the  floor.  It  is  difficult  to  transact  busi¬ 
ness  under  the  circumstances. 

I  have  made  a  request  of  Senators 
that,  when  a  conference  report  is  pend¬ 
ing,  they  refrain  from  making  speeches 
on  other  matters  Until  the  conference 
report  is  disposed  of.  I  hope  that  re¬ 
quest  will  be  observed.  I  know  every¬ 
one  is  anxious  to  get  away.  Senators 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  make  their 
speeches,  even  if  I  have  to  sit  here  until 
6  o’clock  in  the  morning  to  listen  to 
them. 


Mr.  WELKER  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  be  permitted  to  change  my  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea”  on  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
that  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  No.  43  to  House  bill  7391.  The 
change  in  vote  would  in  no  way  affect 
the  Qutcome  of  the  final  vote  on  the 
bill.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Idaho?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  now  recurs  on  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
0’MAHONEY]\that  the  Senate  insist  on 
its  amendment  numbered  43,  request  a 
conference  thereon  with  the  House,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate  at  the  further 
conference.  The  Yeas  and  nays  having 
been  ordered,  the\ clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  piWeeded  to  call  the 
roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken  voted  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive  when  his  name  was  called. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that\the  order  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  be  rescinded,  and  that 
further  proceedings  under  . .the  call  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER/  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  tha  Senator 
from  Missouri?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered.  \ 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming.  v 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and 
the  Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr. 
O’Mahoney,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr.  Ferguson, 
Mr.  Bridges,  Mr.  Knowland,  and  Mr. 


PARITY  PRICES  FOR  BASIC  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  COMMODITIES — CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  ft  .LENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  the  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to 
continue  the  existing  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  prices  for  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hill 
in  the  chair).  The  report  will  be  read 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  et  lender.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  that  in  the  conference  on  House 
bill  8122,  the  major  point  in  disagree¬ 
ment  was  section  2  of  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  House.  That  section  would  ex¬ 
tend  the  level  of  price  support  at  90  per¬ 
cent  for  the  basic  commodities  if 
marketing  quotas  had  not  been  disap¬ 
proved  for  the  years  1953,  1954,  and  1955, 
or  a  period  of  3  years.  The  conferees 
agreed  to  strike  out  “1955”,  so  that  the 
support  will  remain  in  effect  at  90  per¬ 
cent  for  the, years  1953  and  1954. 

As  to  price  support  for  long-staple 
cotton,  it  was  agreed  that  the  support 
price  for  1  year,  that  is  for  the  1953 
crop,  would  be  based  on  the  support, 
price  of  American  upland  cotton. 
Thereafter  it  would  be  based  upon  its 
own  parity  price  and  supply  level. 

That  is  what  the  conferees  agreed  to. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
sign  the  conference  report  on  this  bill, 
of  which  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  has  just  been  speak¬ 
ing,  and  I  think  I  should  give  my  reason 
for  not  having  done  so.  There  are  three 
provisions  in  the  bill,  none  of  which  are 
necessary  at  this  time,  even  though  one 
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may  believe  in  the  wisdom  of  one  or  two 
of  the  provisions.  The  first  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  extension  of  the  dual-parity 
formula  for  2  years  more.  There  is  no 
need  of  acting  on  that  at  this  time,  be¬ 
cause  it  continues  through  1953,  any¬ 
way.  I  have  no  serious  objection  to  the 
extension  of  time  provided  in  the  bill, 
however. 

Another  provision  deals  with  manda¬ 
tory  supports  on  long-staple  cotton,  at 
a  rate  somewhat  in  excess  of  parity  for 
1  year,  and  thereafter,  as  in  relation  to 
other  types  of  cotton.  It  may  be  re¬ 
called  that  in  1948,  when  we  enacted 
price-support  legislation,  we  provided 
certain  supports  for  cotton.  At  that  time 
it  did  not  occur  to  any  of  us  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  rule  that 
long-staple  cotton  is  not  cotton.  In  my 
opinion  that  was  a  strange  interpreta¬ 
tion,  but  that  was  the  interpretation, 
nevertheless,  along  with  several  others 
of  similar  character,  which  have  since 
emanated  from  the  Department  Qf  Agri¬ 
culture.  The  amendment  would  not  be 
needed  in  this  bill,  were  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  do  his  duty  as  intended 
by  the  Congress.  It  is  true  that  in  pre¬ 
paring  for  war  we  must  have  substan¬ 
tial  quantities  of  long-staple  cotton. 
Last  year,  the  growers  in  the  Southwest 
produced  cotton  of  this  kind,  for  which 
they  received  something  like  70  cents  a 
pound,  as  I  am  informed.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  then  entered  the  Egyptian  market 
and  paid  up  to  $1.47  a  pound  for  the 
same  kind  of  cotton. 

I  do  not  blame  the  long-staple  cotton 
growers  of  the  Southwest  for  not  want¬ 
ing  to  trust  their  future  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  or  to  the  administration 
which  is  now  handling  matters.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  sup¬ 
porting  the  price  of  long-staple  cotton 
this  year  at  153  percent  of  parity,  using 
the  emergency  provisions  of  existing  law 
with  which  to>  do  it.  However,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  the  cotton  growers  of  the 
Southwest  do  not  trust  him  to  continue 
to  support  their  commodity  at  a  high 
level  in  the  event  that  the  Egyptians 
want  the  market. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  object  to  this 
provision  particularly,  inasmuch  as  the 
high-level  support  is  continued  for  only 
1  year.  What  I  do  object  to,  primarily, 
is  a  provision  which  extends  minimum 
90-percent  supports  for  the  six  basic 
commodities,  corn,  wheat,  cotton,  to¬ 
bacco,  rice,  and  peanuts,  for  2  years  fol¬ 
lowing  this  year.  I  am  not  opposed  in 
the  least  to  90-percent  supports  for  those 
commodities  this  year.  Under  the  law 
there  is  a  guaranty  of  90-percent  sup¬ 
port  for  those  commodities  for  next  year, 
but  I  do  not  believe  we  should  fix  the 
levels  of  support  too  far  ahead  if  we  are 
going  to  have  the  flexibility  in  our  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  which  is  necessary  in 
mapping  our  course  for  the  future. 

The  conference  report  which  we  are 
asked  to  support  guarantees  90  percent 
of  support  to  six  basic  commodities  for 
this  year  and  the  2  years  following.  It 
does  not  take  into  consideration  any  of 
the  other  agricultural  commodities.  It 
does  not  consider  turkeys  or  other  poul¬ 
try,  or  hogs,  dairy  products,  beef,  soy¬ 


beans,  dried  beans  and  peas,  or  a  host 
of  other  products. 

When  we  guarantee  a  high  level  of 
support  for  the  feed  crops  we  are  put¬ 
ting  a  squeeze  on  the  users  of  those 
crops,  particularly  on  the  agricultural 
industry  of  this  country.  I  believe  it 
is  unfair  to  guarantee  years  in  advance 
a  high  level  of  support  to  the  producers 
of  those  six  commodities  and  not  take 
into  consideration  the  producers  of  dairy 
products,  and  meats,  peas,  beans,  and 
other  commodities. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  National  Defense  Production  Act 
provides  90  percent  for  next  year,  there 
is  actually  only  1  year  in  question,  is 
there  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  The 
House  bill  would  have  fixed  the  level 
of  support  of  90  percent  for  3  years  in 
advance.  The  conference  report  fixes 
it  for  2  years  in  advance,  bringing  it 
up  again  for  consideration  in  an  elec¬ 
tion  year.  We  should  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  consider  it  when  there  is  not 
an  election  in  the  near  future. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  It  is  entirely  possible 
that  in  the  next  2 -year ’interval  we  can 
reappraise  the  whole  agricultural  sit¬ 
uation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  entirely  posisble. 
I  do  not  think  agreement  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  going  to  be  fatal  by 
any  stretch  of  the  imagination.  My 
position  is  well  fixed  against  applying 
a  level  of  support  3  years  in  advance - 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Is  the  purpose  of 
the  price  support  to  protect  the  amount 
of  production  needed  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mand? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  purpose  of  price 
supports  is  to  assure  adequate  produc¬ 
tion  and  to  maintain  the  national  econ¬ 
omy  by  not  permitting  prices  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  to  fall  below  a  safe 
level.  In  the  event  that  crops  are 
needed,  an  additional  production  of  cer¬ 
tain  crops  in  the  interest  of  national 
defense,  there  is  no  limit  to  the  sup¬ 
port  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
can  place  upon  those  crops,  after  a  hear¬ 
ing.  He  has  done  that  in  the  case  of 
long-staple  cotton,  by  fixing  the  sup¬ 
port  for  this  year  at  153  percent. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Is  it  not  to  insure 
the  producers  of  crops  and  in  order  to 
encourage  them  to  produce? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  one  of  the  major 
objectives. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  think  it  might  be 
wise,  in  fixing  these  guaranteed-price 
supports,  to  have  them  on  a  1-year  basis? 

I  may  remind  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  that  we  got  into  very  serious  diffi¬ 
culty  with  reference  to  potatoes  a  short 
time  ago.  Now  we  face  a  shortage  of 
potatoes.  Had  we  run  from  year  to  year 
we  might  have  kept  our  crops  in  line 
from  year  to  year. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  is  stating  exactly  the  position 
of  the  Senator*  from  Vermont,  that  the 


levels  of  support  should  be  fixed  from 
year  to  year  and  not  fixed  for  several 
years  in  advance. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  that  I  am  very  glad 
to  be  in  agreement  with  such  an  able 
agriculturalist. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  not  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  mistaken  when  he  says 
we  should  not  plan  ahead  for  3  years? 
In  the  Middle  West  farmers  must  plan 
their  crops  as  far  as  4  years  ahead.  A 
farmer  may  want  to  plant  clover  and 
plow  it  under  to  get  his  land  in  better 
shape. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  is  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  production  of  wheat,  I 
think,  if  the  law  were  handled  better, 
the  wheat  growers  of  the  Senator’s  State 
would  be  getting  more  for  their  wheat 
in  the  open  market.  I  have  pointed  out 
that  the  bill  applies  a  high  level  of  sup¬ 
port  for  this  year  and  2  years  follow¬ 
ing  to  basic  commodities  only,  and  does 
not  include  other  commodities  which 
are  of  greater  importance  to  the  Nation 
and  to  our  agriculture  as  well. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  another  rea¬ 
son  why  the  high  levels  of  support 
should  not  be  fixed  years  in  advance, 
which  is  brought  to  my  attention  by 
the  question  asked  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

What  we  should  be  concerned  with 
primarily  is  farm  income.  Income  is 
production  multiplied  by  price.  If  there 
is  a  high  guaranteed  price  for  too  many 
years,  if  it  is  guaranteed  for  too  many 
years  in  advance,  it  is  almost  certain 
that  the  commodity  affected  will  be 
thrown  into  quotas.  If  it  were  not  for 
the  proclaimed  emergency,  we  would  be 
facing  quotas  right  now. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  asked 
for  a  high  production  of  wheat,  a  pro¬ 
duction  so  high  that  next  July  1  we  will 
have  not  the  normal  carry-over  of  163,- 
000,000  bushels  of  wheat,  but  it  appears 
now  the  carry-over  of  wheat  will  be 
around  500,000,000  bushels. 

The  Secretary  has  also  announced 
that  there  will  be  no  quotas  on  wheat 
next  year,  in  accordance  with  his  au¬ 
thority  under  the  emergency  provisions 
of  existing  law.  Suppose,  if  there  should 
be  another  surplus  of  200,000,000,  300,- 
000,000,  or  400,000,000  bushels  of  wheat 
next  year,  we  would  be  in  such  a  situa¬ 
tion  that  quotas  would  be  almost  ne¬ 
cessary.  When  we  apply  quotas,  the 
farm  income  is  still  production  multi¬ 
plied  by  price.  But  when  we  reduce 
production  and  hold  the  price  up  to 
where  it  was,  farm  income  is  reduced 
seriously. 

Take  the  case  of  tobacco.  Tobacco 
is  working  itself  into  trouble  through 
the  matter  of  quotas.  We  have  just 
passed  legislation  which  will  permit  the 
reduction  of  quotas  of  one  type  of 
tobacco  down  to  seven-tenths  of  an 
acre.  A  man  cannot  live  by  producing 
seven-tenths  of  an  acre  of  tobacco.  He 
cannot  possibly  do  so. 
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Peanuts  are  under  permanent  quotas 
now.  In  the  event  the  emergency  would 
terminate,  as  we  hope  it  will,  I  can  only 
see  trouble  ahead  if  we  should  have  to 
apply  quotas  to  wheat.  If  the  emer¬ 
gency  does  not  terminate,  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  carrying  substantial  surpluses — 
and  I  think  we  have  to  in  order  to  be 
safe— then  we  are  faced  with  very  sub¬ 
stantial  loss  as  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 

We  have  found  in  our  investigations 
in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  this  year  that  wheat  and  corn 
do  not  keep  in  good  condition  very  long. 
Theoretically,  wheat  can  be  kept  for  4 
or  5  years.  Actually,  we  are  told,  it 
starts  to  spoil  within  a  year  or  two.  It 
deteriorates  in  value.  Corn  becomes 
rancid  after  a  year  or  a  year  and  a  half, 
and  its  value  depreciates.  The  millers 
will  not  use  old  grain  unless  they  are 
forced  to  do  so.  That  means  that  it  is 
necessary  to  dispose  of  the  grain  for 
whatever  price  can  be  obtained.  That 
means  a  substantial  loss. 

We  should  not  have  a  substantial  loss, 
in  the  interest  of  the  public  welfare,  of 
farm  commodities  in  this  country.  I 
also  wish  to  point  out  that  today,  be¬ 
cause  of  high-support  levels,  SO  percent 
in  the  case  of  wheat,  amounts  to  cost 
plus  a  considerable  profit  in  eastern 
Colorado  and  western  Kansas.  It 
means  cost  plus  a  substantial  profit  in 
Delaware,  Maryland,  Virginia,  and 
throughout  the  eastern  States,  includ¬ 
ing  Indiana,  Michigan,  and  Ohio,  and 
throughout  those  areas  which  would  not 
normally  be  producing  very  large  quan¬ 
tities  of  wheat. 

Wheat  should  be  produced  in  the  areas 
best  suited  to  this  crop,  including  North 
Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Kansas,  Nebras¬ 
ka,  Montana,  and  other  States  in  the 
West,  but  wheat  will  be  produced 
throughout  the  eastern  States  in  large 
quantities  so  long  as  there  is  a  guar¬ 
anty  of  cost  plus  a  profit  in  the  high- 
cost  States. 

Mr.  YOUNG  and  Mr.  WELKER  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield,  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  As  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  pointed  out,  this  year  we 
will  probably  have  a  carry-over  some¬ 
thing  like  500,000,000  bushels  of  wheat. 
That  is  because  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture’s  program  for  a  wheat  sur¬ 
plus  for  security  needs. 

The  fact  that  we  will  have  this  year  a 
500,000,000  bushel  carry-over,  or  there¬ 
abouts,  and  the  fact  that,  at  the  request 
of  the  United  States  Government,  there 
will  be  wheat  added  to  that  quantity  for 
the  next  year  and  the  year  following, 
indicate  that  farmers  should  have  pro¬ 
tection  against  price  fluctuations,  be¬ 
cause  they  have  purposely  gone  against 
their  best  judgment  in  building  up  sur¬ 
pluses.  I  think  there  should  be  an  addi¬ 
tional  year  for  higher  supports. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  that  when  farmers  are  asked  to 
produce  crops  large  enough  to  break 
their  own  markets,  they  should  have 
price  protection.  I  would  have  no  objec¬ 


tion  to  fixing  the  support  price  at  100 
percent  or  whatever  level  is  necessary  to 
get  the  required  production,  for  1  year 
at  a  time. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Is  it  not  true,  however, 
without  entering  into  the  over -all  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  validity  of  the  position  which 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  has  taken, 
that  his  argument  applies  persuasively 
in  normal  conditions,  but  not  in  world 
conditions  like  those  of  the  present,  when 
we  are  engaged  in  a  program  of  national 
defense,  a  program  which  we  know  is 
going  to  run  well  beyond  a  2-year  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  act?  We  are  engaged  in  a 
program  in  which  we  have  certain  fixed 
responsibilities  from  the  standpoint  of 
supplying  food  abroad.  There  are  argu¬ 
ments  in  favor  of  maintaining  the  90- 
percent  provision  for  another  year 
which  would  not  prevail  in  normal 
tuples.  * 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  are  certainly  good 
arguments  in  connection  with  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  this  year  and  next  year.  I 
would  not  go  beyond  a  time  2  years  in 
advance  in  encouraging  a  high  level  of 
supports. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Would  the  Senator 
agree  that  there  are  good  arguments  for 
maintaining  them  this  year  and  a  year 
in  advance,  and  fairly  good  arguments 
for  one  other  year,  which  is  in  question 
in  the  proposed  legislation? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  depends  on  wheth¬ 
er  we  can  determine  that  the  threat  of 
war  is  not  going  to  be  as  acute  3  years 
from  now  as  it  was  last  year— I  do  not 
know  how  serious  it  is  today.  When  the 
Senate  voted  down  the  St.  Lawrence  sea¬ 
way  proposal,  I  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  threat  of  war  was  not  so 
acute  as  some  people  said  it  was. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  can  assure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  that  I  agree  with  him 
in  his  statement  about  war  and  his  desire 
foi'  the  St.  Lawrence  seaway. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  help  wheat. 
Mr.  MUNDT.  I  voted  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  for  the  seaway. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  And  my  reason  for  sup¬ 
porting  him  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  stood  stead¬ 
fast  in  his  position  for  many  years.  He 
is  fair-minded  enough  to  recognize  that 
the  world  situation  is  such  that  at  least 
there  is  more  justification,  in  his  mind, 
for  extending  the  floor  than  would 
ordinarily  be  the  case. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  not  assume  that 
the  threat  of  war  migljt  be  as  acute  three 
years  from  now.  There  may  be  a  change 
of  administration  which  would  result  in 
a  far  better  understanding  among  the 
nations  of  the  world,  and  perhaps  elimi¬ 
nate  the  threat  of  war. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  has  men¬ 
tioned  two  eventualities  devoutly  to  be 
desired.  There  is  no  question  about  it. 
If  those  eventualities  develop,  we  will  be 
very  happy  to  have  had  an  extension  of 
1  year  more. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  wondering 
what  is  before  the  Senate.  I  am  a  little 
confused  about  what  is  being  discussed. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  conference  report 
on  House  bill  8122. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  to  me 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  merely  wish  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Vermont,  who  has 
had  experience  in  agriculture,  if  it  is  not 
true  that  rigid  price  supports  for  pota¬ 
toes  wrecked  the  price-support  program 
for  that  commodity,  because  that  policy 
encouraged  an  expanded  acreage  and 
created  such  a  surplus  that  a  reaction 
took  place,  and  in  1951  we  entirely  elimi¬ 
nated  price  supports  on  potatoes? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Idaho 
is  correct.  So  long  as  we  had  a  60  per¬ 
cent  support  price  for  potatoes,  60  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  was  all  the  farmer  could 
get  for  his  potatoes.  When  the  support 
price  was  eliminated  the  very  next  year 
the  farmers,  as  a  rule,  received  from  90 
to  100  percent  for  their  potatoes.  I  say 
that  so  long  as  we  have  90  percent  sup¬ 
port  on  wheat — and  I  am  for  it  this  year 
and  next  year— the  fanner  cannot  hope 
to  get  more  than  90  percent  for  his 
wheat.  He  cannot  hope  to  get  100  per¬ 
cent  for  his  crop,  unless  we  actually  have 
war.  I  have  already  pointed  out  that  too 
high  a  level  of  support,  particularly  if 
fixed  too  far  in  advance,  continues  pro¬ 
duction  in  uneconomic  areas.  It  pre¬ 
vents  conversion  to  crops  which  might 
be  even  better  adapted  and  more  prof¬ 
itable  in  that  area. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  I  wonder 
if  the  Senator  from  Vermont  can  explain 
why  at  the  present  moment  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  are  receiving  about  35  cents  a 
bushel  under  the  loan  price. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  are  receiving  that 
price  for  several  different  reasons.  First, 
the  operation  of  the  machinery  for  price 
support  is  not  nearly  perfect.  Second, 
some  will  accept  a  lower  price  by  selling 
their  wheat  immediately  after  the  har¬ 
vest,  rather  than  to  unwind  .the  red  tape 
involved — and  it  is  not  too  serious — in 
obtaining  a  Government  loan.  Third, 
some  are  saving  a  little  on  their  income 
taxes  by  disposing  of  it  now.  if  I  may 
throw  in  the  last  reason.  Perhaps  I 
should  have  not  mentioned  the  third 
reason,  but  I  think  it  is  true. 

Another  reason  why  I  object  to  fxing 
high  support  levels  for  farm  commodities 
too  far  in  advance  is  that  when  we  do  so 
we  undertake  not  only  to  support  the 
market  of  the  American  farmer  at  the 
high  level,  but  we  assume  the  support 
of  the  world  market,  or  much  of  it. 

In  1948,  when  the  first  permanent 
agricultural  price  support  legislation  was 
enacted,  the  administration  asked  us  to 
strengthen  section  22  so  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  might  keep  foreign  imports  from 
breaking  down  price  support  programs 
in  this  country.  We  strengthened  that 
section,  as  requested  by  the  administra¬ 
tion,  but  the  President  has  not  used  it 
to  maintain  prices.  Instead,  we  have 
seen  foreign  commodities  come  into  this 
country  in  such  great  quantities  as  to 
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break  down  our  price  support  programs, 
and  the  President  has  not  seen  fit  to  use 
section  22  to  do  anything  about  it. 

We  recall  that  only  2  years  ago  huge 
imports  of  cheese  and  butter  started  to 
break  down  the  support  of  the  dairy  price 
program.  The  result  was  that  section 
104  was  put  into  the  Defense  Production 
Act  last  year.  That  was  inserted  for  the 
simple  reason  that  the  President  did  not 
see  fit  to  use  the  provisions  of  section 
22  to  take  care  of  the  situation.  We 
have  seen  this  year  the  effect  of  huge 
imports  of  grain  from  Canada.  The 
junior  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  was  telling  me  just  the  other  day 
that  because  of  huge  Canadian  imports 
oats  in  his  area  will  bring  only  55  cents 
a  bushel  to  the  farmer.  That  is  a  little 
less  than  the  support  price.  So  when 
we  fix  too  high  a  level  of  support  too  far 
in  advance,  we  must  expect  that  other 
countries  will  seek  to  take  advantage  of 
it,  and  we  must  be  prepared  to  support 
the  world  price  as  well  as  the  price  to  our 
own  farmers. 

I  may  point  out  one  other  thing  which 
happens  if  we  seek  to  get  the  price  too 
high;  90  percent  parity  is  not  too  high 
for  this  year.  I  say  it  is  not  too  high  for 
next  year,  for  the  basic  commodities, 
either.  Beyond  that  I  do  not  want  to 
commit  myself.  But  when  the  prices  of 
particular  commodities,  particularly 
fiber's,  are  to  high,  we  are  simply  in¬ 
viting  substitutes  any  synthetics  to  come 
in  and  take  that  market  away  from  us, 
or  we  are  inviting  a  huge  production  of 
cotton  or  other  commodities  in  the  so- 
called  underdeveloped  countries,  to  be 
financed  by  our  own  investment  bank¬ 
ers  in  the  United  States,  who  can  get 
labor  for  as  much  per  day  as  we  pay  per 
hour  in  this  country,  and  then  ask  to 
have  our  trade  barriers  broken  down. 
They  get  their  40  or  50  percent  dividends 
on  their  investments,  and  call  for  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  to  protect 
them  if  necessary.  What  happens  to  the 
American  producer  in  that  case?  He 
does  not  fare  very  well. 

My  principal  objection  to  support 
levels  that  are  to  high  is  that  it  means 
dependency  upon  Government  and 
political  control  of  the  farmers  of  this 
country. 

Let  me  mention  another  factor, 
namely,  the  psychological  effect  upon 
the  consumers.  I  can  imagine  what  the 
consumers  of  the  country  and  the  press 
which  claims  to  represent  them  are  going 
to  say  when  they  read  that  we  have 
guaranteed  90  percent  support  for  some 
years  in  advance  on  the  six  basic  com¬ 
modities.  They  are  not  going  to  think 
in  terms  of  the  six  basic  commodities. 
They  are  going  to  think  of  the  farmers 
as  a  whole,  and  every  commodity  they 
produce  when  they  read  that  news.  It 
is  not  going  to  do  us  any  good.  We  must 
stop  and  reflect  that  only  about  16  per¬ 
cent  of  the  population  of  the  country 
live  on  farms  today.  We  must  have  the 
support  of  the  people  who  live  in  the 
cities  and  in  the  suburbs — all  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  country— in  order  to  maintain 
agriculture  in  as  strong  a  position  as 
is  necessary. 

Suppose  labor  were  guaranteed  90 
percent  of  parity?  We  would  howl  if 
they  got  90  percent  for  unemployment 


compensation.  Of  course,  that  is  not 
an  exact  parallel,  but  labor  is  getting  its 
high  price  today  in  a  free  market.  To 
be  sure,  it  is  guaranteed  a  minimum 
wage.  However,  that  minimum  wage 
does  not  compare  with  the  wages  labor 
is  actually  receiving.  The  minimum 
wage  is  to  protect  labor  in  the  event  of 
a  depression. 

Our  aim  should  be  not  to  put  the 
farmers  in  the  position  where  they  are 
dependent  on  Government  for  their  in¬ 
come,  whether  it  be  90  percent  parity  or 
100  percent — 100  percent,  of  course, 
would  be  state  socialism. 

For  any  percentage  of  parity,  our  aim 
should  be  100-percent  income  to  the 
American  farmer  as  compared  to  the  in¬ 
come  of  other  factors  of  our  economy. 
This  can  be  achieved  through  research] 
which  our  Department  of  Agriculture 
has  not  exploited  to  the  degree  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress  some  6  years  ago. 
It  can  be  brought  about  through  the 
judicious  use  of  the  provisions  of  section 
22,  which  can  regulate  large  imports 
from  other  countries  when  they  start  to 
break  down  our  prices  in  this  country. 
It  can  be  brought  about  through  better 
use  of  marketing  agreements,  and  it  can 
also  be  brought  about  through  our  own 
cooperatives.  I  think  our  cooperatives, 
if  used  to  the  best  advantage,  stand  be¬ 
tween  the  American  farmer  and  Govern¬ 
ment  controls,  if  he  will  only  depend  upon 
the  cooperatives  rather  than  look  to  the 
Government  to  support  him  and  his 
family. 

After  we  have  used  these  things  to  the 
fullest  degree,  if  the  farmer  is  still  de¬ 
ficient  in  income,  we  should  talk  about 
supporting  the  price  so  that  he  will  be 
on  a  level  with  the  other  factors  of  our 
economy.  I  do  not  want  to  drive  the 
farmer  any  further  toward  political  and 
economic  dependency  upon  the  Govern¬ 
ment  by  fixing  a  high  level  of  support 
too  many  years  in  advance.  I  do  not 
want  the  farmers  to  get  the  idea  that 
they  can  depend  on  a  Govei'nment  check 
for  their  income  for  that  period  of  time. 

I  believe  90-percent  support  for  the 
basic  commodities  during  this  year  is 
proper.  Probably  it  will  be  all  right  for 
next  year.  I  do  think  that  we  are  head¬ 
ing  for  trouble  if  we  fix  it  too  far  in  ad¬ 
vance.  That  is  why  I  believe  fixing  it 
for  1  year  after  this  year  is  sufficient. 
For  that  reason  I  did  not  sign  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  extends  it  for  2 
years  after  this  year. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  in  opposing 
the  conference  report.  T  believe  we  will 
make  a  serious  mistake  if  we  set  up  this 
program  for  an  indefinite  period.  I  be¬ 
lieve  Congress  should  give  the  American 
farmer  a  program  on  which  he  can  rely, 
and  not  legislate  constantly  under  the 
threat  of  war.  If  the  threat  of  war  is 
such  that  we  must  today,  in  the  closing 
hours  of  the  session,  adopt  a  long-range 
farm  program  projecting  higher  levels 
of  support — which  is  the  only  argument 
that  has  been  used — we  cannot  very  well 
talk  about  taking  a  6-month  vacation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hill 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  conference  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 
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NOTICE  OF  INTENTION  TO  URC 
PROPOSED  LEGISLATION  IN  TI 
NEXT  CONGRESS 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mi’.  President,  I  she 
like  to  give  notice  that  when  Congress 
convenes,  if  I  have  the  honor  of  bei / 
Member  of  the  next  Congress,  I  shall/irge 
legislation  which  will  be  of  aid  ti  the 
civilian  components  of  the  Army  iki  the 
construction  of  warehouses,  and  sofforth. 


TRIBUTE  TO  SENATOR  O’CONOR 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  this  is  probably  the  last  day  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryand  [Mr.  O’Conor]  and  I 
will  serve  together  on  this  floor.  When 
Senator  O’Conor  announced  that  he 
would  not  seek  reelection,  I  stated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  at  the  time  that  in  his 
going,  the  Senate,  the  State  of  Maryland, 
and  the  Nation  would  lose  a  fine  and  able 
statesman.  I  now  reiterate  that  state¬ 
ment.  I  shall  miss  him,  as  I  know  every 
other  Senator  will. 


THE  NATICK  LABORATORY 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks  a  statement  which  I  pre¬ 
pared  relative  to  the  laboratory  at  Na¬ 
tick,  Mass.,  and  also  a  copy  of  a  letter 
which  I  wrote  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  under  date 
of  July  1,  1952.  The  letter  is  also  signed 
by  several  other  Senators. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  letter  were  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows; 

Statement  by  Senator  Martin 
The  decision  of  the  conferees  to  recede  on 
the  amendment  I  introduced  to  halt  the  ex¬ 
penditures  of  funds  for  the  Natick  labora¬ 
tory  is  disappointing,  particularly  as  the 
amendment  was  adopted  unanimously  by  the 
Senate. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  object  to  the 
conference  report,  because  of  the  failure  to 
uphold  this  amendment  and  the  other  which 
I  offered  regarding  the  National  Guard. 

It  is  true  the  bill  contained  no  funds  for 
the  Natick  laboratory,  but  this  amendment 
would  have  the  effect  of  preventing  any  di¬ 
verting  of  funds  to  expand  the  laboratory 
beyond  the  original  appropriation,  and  it 
also  would  have  had  the  effect  of  demon¬ 
strating  strongly  the  sentiment  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  The  fact  that  the  conference  reject¬ 
ed  the  amendment  must  not  be  considered  in 
any  way  an  endorsement  of  this  wasteful 
move. 

The  grave  questions  which  were  raised  on 
the  floor  on  Monday  remain  unanswered  and 
the  facts  revealed  in  the  course  of  our  study 
of  this  problem  must  still  be  explained  1 
Our  position  and  the  outline  of  the  dis¬ 
turbing  evidence  is  contained  in  the  letter 
which  my  colleagues  and  I  submitted  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  Wyoming  on  July  1.  it 
is  signed  by  Senators  Douglas,  Morse,  Un¬ 
derwood,  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Hendrickson, 
Clements,  Capehart,  Jenner,  Humphrey] 
Thye,  Langer,  and  myself.  It  contains  the 
10  major  reasons — which  have  never  been- 
answered— for  our  objection  to  this  consol¬ 
idated  laboratory. 

I  for  one  do  not  intend  to  rest  until  we 
get  to  the  bottom  of  this  campaign  to  cre¬ 
ate  something  obviously  unnecessary  and  a 
duplication.  I  hope  Senator  Morse  presses 
an  investigation  by  the  Senate  Preparedness 
Committee. 
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In  closing  I  should  like  to  mention  our 
efforts  to,  get  together  with  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  t‘o  reach  some  honest  clarification 
of  this  matter.  On  March  17,  10  Senators 
and  69  Representatives  wrote  Secretary 
Lovett  outlining  our  findings  and  request¬ 
ing  a  meeting.  ‘  We  were  not  received  by  the 
Secretary. 

Again  our  able  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Underwood],  expressed  our 
desire  to  confer.  Again  we  were  referred  to 
subordinates  who  had  no  power  to  act. 

Thursday  the  Secretary  of  Defense  reached 
me  and  offered  to  meet  with  our  group  next 
Monday.  The  Secretary  must  know  that 
Congress  will  have  adjourned  and  that  all  of 
us  have  urgent  obligations  out  of  the  Capital. 
We  hope  the  Secretary  will  extend  this  offer 
so  as  to  meet  with  him  at  the  earliest  prac¬ 
ticable  date.  V 

The  Secretary  wrote  me  yesterday  that 
“the  question  of  delaying  it  for  any  extended 
period”  presents  a  serious  problem.  1  think 
we  are  correct  in  assuming  that  Secretary 
Lovett  will  at  least  hold  up  any  contract 
letting  and  obligating  of  money  for  the 
Natick  laboratory  until  such  time  as  we  have 
had  an  opportunity  of  meeting  with  him  as 
a  group — or  until  a  few  of  us  empowered  to 
speak  for  the  others  have  a  chance  to  confer 
with  him  personally. 

There  is  nothing  so  urgent  about  this  so- 
called  consolidation  to  compel  Secretary 
Lovett  to  disregard  this  request  to  a  group 
representing  one-fourth  of  the  population 
of  the  United  States. 

I  never  spoke  more  sincerely  than  when 
I  state  that  it  is  the  feeling  of  the  group 
that  this  is  a  question  which  overrides  any 
local  or  State  interest.  This  is  a  matter  of 
principle.  We  all  support  research,  and  we 
want  development  to  benefit  the  fighting 
soldier.  However,  we  resent  and  refuse  sup¬ 
port  to  needless  construction  done  in  the 
name  of  research. 

July  1,  1952. 

Hon.  Joseph  C.  O'Mahoney, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 
Dear  Senator:  Knowing  of  your  desire  to 
obtain  fuller  information  regarding  the  ef¬ 
forts  of  the  Quartermaster  Corps  to  estab¬ 
lish  at  Natick,  Mass.,  a  consolidated  research 
and  development  laboratory,  in  order  that 
you  and  the  other  Senate  conferees  may 
effectively  represent  the  Senate’s  stand  on 
the  amendment  introduced  by  Senator  Mar¬ 
tin  and  adopted  last  evening,  the  under¬ 
signed  respectfully  present  the  following 
information  and  suggestions: 

As  was  made  clear  during  the  debate  on 
the  Martin  amendment,  the  10  Senators  from 
the  States  of  Illinois,  Indiana,  Kentucky,  New 
Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania  sought  unsuccess¬ 
fully  to  see  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  to 
present  to  him  personally  information  which, 
they  felt,  would  prompt  him  to  abandon  the 
Natick  project  as  wasteful  and  unnecessary. 

The  Senate  group  recognized  that  Secre¬ 
tary  Lovett  has  full  authority  to  cease  the 
expenditure  of  funds  for  the  construction  of 
the  laboratory.  It  was  felt  that  he  would 
take  such  action  after  listening  to  the  group. 
Unfortunately,  a  meeting  could  not  be  se¬ 
cured  with  Secretary  Lovett.  The  group  was 
referred  to  the  Undersecretary  of  the  Army, 
Mr.  Karl  Bendetsen.  Only  2  of  the  93  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  10  Senators  opposed  to  the 
project  chose  to  meet  with  the  Undersecre¬ 
tary. 

When  a  meeting  with  Secretary  Lovett 
failed  to  materialize  last  week,  the  group 
decided  to  take  the  issue  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

The  documents  introduced  in  the  Record 
last  evening,  and  the  charges  made  by  in¬ 
dividual  Senators,  speak  for  themselves. 
They  outline  facts  sufficiently  strong  to  war¬ 
rant  a  full  Investigation  by  the  Johnson 
subcommittee. 

The  unvarnished  truth  is  that  the  project 
fropa  the  very  beginning  was  so  grossly  mis- 
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represented  as  to  deceive  its  proponents — 
who  have  acted  in  good  faith — as  well  as 
those  of  us  who  had  unsubstantiated  mis¬ 
givings  over  its  validity.  Since  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  authorizing  statute,  we  have 
found  the  following  to  be  true: 

1.  Existing  R.  and  D.  facilities  are  excel¬ 
lent,  with  room  for  expansion. 

2.  Location  of  present  R.  and  D.  labora¬ 
tories  is  based  on  their  proximity  to  certain 
established  industries,  thus  assuring  con¬ 
stant  and  efficient  contact. 

3.  Less  than  10  percent  of  the  employees 
to  be  moved  are  research  scientists,  the 
remaining  90  percent  being  engaged  in  ap¬ 
plied  development,  specifications,  and  similar 
practical  industrial  occupations. 

4.  Consolidation  of  R.  and  D.  activities  at 
any  vulnerable  point  violates  the  dispersal 
principle. 

5.  The  Quartermaster  has  been  unable  to 
show  any  reduction  of  jobs  through  the  con¬ 
solidation.  On  the  other  hand,  consolidation 
will  require  increased  travel  and  long  dis¬ 
tance  telephone. 

6.  The  initiators  of  the  project  were  aided 
in  their  efforts  to  secure  the  enactment  of 
Public  Law  424  by  testifying  time  and  time 
again  that  there  was  no  intention  to  include 
in  the  consolidation  the  Chicago  Food  and 
container  Section.  Yet — as  was  brought  out 
in  the  debate  last  evening  by  Senator  Doug¬ 
las — -after  the  money  was  authorized  an  im¬ 
mediate  effort  was  started  to  Include  the 
Chicago’  laboratory. 

Except  'for  the  watchfulness  of  the  con¬ 
gressional  group,  this  expensive  addition  to 
the  project  would  have  been  achieved. 
Moreover,  the  argument  now  made  by  the 
Quartermaster  General  that  the  movement 
of  the  Chicago  Food  and  Container  Section 
is  not  necessary  for  effective  consolidation 
destroys  his  whole  /ase.  In  any  investiga¬ 
tion  held,  it  will  be  possible  to  show  through 
expert  testimony  that  if  consolidation  is 
valid  at  all,  the  Chicago  Food  and  Container 
Section  should  be  the  first  to  move. 

We  feel  that  this  is  a  perfect  example  of 
duplicity,  a  demonstration  pf  the  old  Army 
tactic  of  getting  the  camel’s  head  under  the 
tent. 

7.  Special  equipment  required  by  the 
Quartermaster  Corps  is  now  available  in 
other  installations  throughout  the  defense 
establishment.  Failure  to  utilise  such 
equipment,  when  surplus  to  the  needs  .of  an¬ 
other  branch,  violates  the  unification 'prin¬ 
ciple. 

8.  The  transfer  of  present  personnel  and 
their  families  from  Chicago,  Philadelphia. 
Jeffersonville,  and  Washington  to  Natick 
would  require  vast  new  housing.  We  believe 
an  investigation  will  reveal  that  speculators 
have  been  busy  from  the  beginning  seeking 
to  exploit  this  situation.  A  $25,000,000  real 
estate  promotion  is  involved  in  the  con¬ 
solidation. 

9.  The  Department  has  disregarded  the 
explicit  instructions  of  Public  Law  424  in 
selecting  the  site.  The  excuse  given  for 
changing  the  site  recommended  by  the  im¬ 
partial  ad  hoc  committee  is  that  a  million 

-  dollars  was  saved  thereby.  Planning  was  so 
poor  that  the  Army  was  attempting  to  orient 
the  land  to  a  building  which  had  already 
been  designed.  Had  the  original  site  been 
Boston  Common,  the  Army  could  have 
claimed  a  saving  of  $200,000,000  by  shifting 
to  Natick. 

10.  The  most  ominous  factor  involved  in 
the  whole  project  has  been  the  suppression 
of  honest  opinion  given  by  qualified  QM 
personnel  whenever  that  opinion  ran  con¬ 
trary  to  the  ambitions  of  the  Quartermaster 
Corps.  The  record  reveals  a  disinclination 
to  admit  errors  and  the  pursual  of  a  program 
designed  to  justify  the  project  at  all  costs. 
Information  has  been  withheld,  suppressed 
and  distorted.  The  scope,  cost,  and  purpose 
of  the  consolidation  has  been  changed  fre¬ 
quently — whenever  our  group  has  called  at¬ 


tention  to  inconsistencies.  Military  con¬ 
siderations,  as  well  as  principles  of  sound 
management,  have  been  cast  aside. 

As  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  realizes, 
it  is  always  difficult  to  pinpoint  waste  in  a 
budget  as  large  as  that  advanced  by  the  De¬ 
fense  Establishment/  By  careful  study  and 
investigation,  the  undersigned  have  found 
this  clear  example  of  water  in  the  Defense 
budget.  The  eventual  cost  of  the  Natick 
laboratory  may  well  exceed  $50,000,000.  We 
are  convinced  the  whole  sum  will  be  wasted 
unless  action  is  now  taken  to  halt  the  proj¬ 
ect.  Public  funds  will  be  spent  to  achieve 
results  far  inferior  to  the  highly  successful 
work  now  being  performed  without  the  ex¬ 
penditure. 

Recognizing  that  the  Congress  will  adjourn 
shortly,  it  is  urged  that  you  express  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  the  desire  of  the  Senate 
that  all  further  expenditures  for  the  Natick 
project  will  be  halted  until  the  Congress 
again  meets  and  after  a  full  opportunity  has 
been  afforded  to  investigate  the  charges  that 
the  consolidated  laboratory  is  wasteful  and 
unnecessary;  that  it  can  only  hope,  at  best, 
to  duplicate  functions  already  being  per¬ 
formed  most  adequately  at  the  existing 
R.  and  D.  laboratories  in  Philadelphia,  Chi¬ 
cago,  and  Jeffersonville,  Ind. 

It  should  be  stressed  that  not  one  of  the 
$11,000,000  appropriated  will  be  used  for  re¬ 
search.  The  entire  sum  will  be  used  for  con¬ 
solidation. 

Any  delay  in  the  expenditure  of  these 
funds  would  not  in  any  way  Interfere  with 
or  retard  the  valuable  research  now  in  prog¬ 
ress  at  the  three  laboratories  named.  Even 
Senator  Saltonstall  admitted  during  the 
last  evening’s  debate  that  great  contribu¬ 
tions  have  been  made  in  the  R.  and  D.  field 
during  the  past  several  years  at  existino 
laboratories. 

The  revocation  of  Public  Law  424,  Eighty- 
first  Congress,  could  undoubtedly  be  achieved 
if  time  permitted.  Since  it  does  not,  we  are 
hopeful  you  can  convince  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  of  the  wisdom  of  halting  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  already  appropriated. 
Under  the  Martin  amendment  none  of  the 
funds  contained  in  the  pending  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  defense  establishment  could 
be  used  for  the  consolidated  laboratory. 

It  is  regretted  that  the  unwillingness  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  meet  with  the 
Senators  from  the  five  States  concerned  com¬ 
pelled  a  somewhat  unorthodox  parliamentary 
procedure.  Nevertheless,  the  uniqueness  of 
our  effort  should  not  be  used  as  an  argu¬ 
ment  against  making  a  possible  saving  of 
$50,000,000. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  first  major 
bids  on  this  project  are  to  be  opened  to¬ 
morrow. 

With  assurances  of  our  high  regards, 

.  Very  sincerely, 

Martin, 


\ 


\ 

\ 

A 


Douglas, 

Underwood, 

Clements, 

Capehart, 

JENNER, 

'  Hendrickson, 

Danger, 

Morse, 

Humphrey, 

Smith  (New  Jersey), 
Thy4 

Senators. 

_ 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMEND¬ 
MENTS  OF  1952— CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  I  submit  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7800)  to  amend  title  II  of 
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M9RTCN,.of  Kentucky,  has  decided  to  re¬ 
tire.  He  has  been  an  excellent  Con¬ 
gressman,  a  loyal  friend,  and  a  charm¬ 
ing  h'fjst.  May  he  enjoy  a  well-earned 
rest  atxhis  home  in  the  blue  grass. 

I  sincei^ly  hope  he  will  choose  to  again 
represent\his  district  in  the  United 
States  Hou9e  of  Representatives.  Good 
luck  Mort,  t\  you  and  Clay  Belle. 

Mr.  BYRNES.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  is 
a  gentleman  in  every  sense  of  the  word. 
Even  though  he  li^s  served  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  but  a  relatively  short  time  he  leaves 
an  enviable  record  of  service  to  his  dis¬ 
trict  and  his  country. 

It  has  been  a  privilege  to  serve  with 
him.  It  is  most  regrettable  that  he  has 
elected  to  retire.  He  will  be  greatly 
missed. 

I  would  like  to  wish  him  and  his 
charming  wife  every  good  fortune  and 
happiness  in  the  days  ahead.'- 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  not  only  a  high  privilege  but  a 
great  personal  pleasure  to  have  had,  the 
opportunity  to  serve  with  that  fine  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky,  Thruston  Mor¬ 
ton.  I  regret  exceedingly  that  he  has 
decided  not  to  run  again.  He  brought  to 
his  congressional  service  a  deep  and  clear 
perception  of  issues  involved  in  legisla¬ 
tion  and  their  ultimate  effect  on  our  na¬ 
tional  life  and  welfare.  He  brought  also 
a  firm  sincerity  and  high  courage  in 
maintaining  his  convictions.  I,  along 
with  his  host  of  friends,  shall  miss  him 
greatly,  not  only  because  of  the  friend¬ 
ship  of  which  he  gave  so  graciously  and 
unstintingly,  but  also  out  of  profound  i 
respect  for  the  incalculable  worth  to  his 
State  and  Nation  that  his  service  here 
has  and  would  have  continued  to  co/i- 
tribute.  / 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  regret  that  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky,  Mr.  Thruston  BAllard 
Morton,  has  decided  to  retire  fpom  the 
House  of  Representatives.  He  is  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  whom  I  have  become  wry  fond. 
He  is  a  good-natured  friend.  He  is 
always  well-informed  and  interprets  his 
information  shrewdly.  He  has  served  his 
district  well.  He  has  a  lovely  wife  and 
family.  Like  many  of  hi?  other  friends, 

I  am  sorry  that  our  p^ths  seem  to  be 
drawing  apart. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  today  marks  the  final  day  of  congres¬ 
sional  service  for  a  real  friend  and  a  fine 
Representative  in  Congress.  On  and  off 
the  floor  of  the  Lfouse,  Thruston  Mor¬ 
ton,  more  familiarly  known  as  Governor, 
was  a  congenial,?and  effective  worker  for 
the  legislation  4n  which  he  believed. 

Thruston  I^orton  never  lacked  politi¬ 
cal  courage.,"  On  many  roll-call  votes, 
the  name  of  Thruston  Morton  would  be 
found  on  the  currently  unpopular  side, 
but  the  jfide  which  represented  sound 
judgment  and  the  protection  of  Amer¬ 
ica’s  heritage.  ■ 

Mr^f  Davis  and  I  numbered  Governor 
and  Mrs.  Morton  among  our  finest 
Washington  friends.  We  shall  miss 
them,  but  shall  indeed  wish  them  well, 
and  shall  look  forward  to  seeing  them 
here  or  elsewhere  in  the  future. 

Surely  his  voluntary  retirement  from 
Congress  does  not  mean  that  his  public 


service  has  ended.  I  cannot  help  but  fe^l 
that  the  people  of  Kentucky  will  call  ,6n 
Thruston  Morton  for  public  service'  in  j 
the  future.  / 

And  so  farewell,  Governor,  ma^  our 
paths  cross  again  soon. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  Speaker/  may  I 
join  my  colleague  in  tribute  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  ''Morton].  [ 
Soon  after  we  came  as  freshfnen  to  the  \ 
Eightieth  Congress  he  made  his  mark  ; 
as  one  of  the  truly  able  Members  of  this 
House. 

Keen  and  incisive  in  thought,  direct 
and  forthright  in  speech,  stanch  and 
fearless  in  character,  he  leaves  the  im- 
print  of  his  personality  not  only  on  the  : 
records  of  the  Congress  but  on  the  minds  j 
and  hearts  of  all  of  us  who  have  served  : 
with  him. 

We  shall  miss  him  from  these  halls  but 
we  shall  hear  more  of  him  anon. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  with  \ 
regret  that  I  learned  of  the  voluntary  ' 
retirement  from  Congress  of  the  Hon.  j 
Thruston  B.  Morton,  of  Kentucky. 
Thruston  ,was  one  of  the  first  fellows  I  [ 
met  in  Cpngress  when  I  came  in  1949. 
Since  then  it  has  been  my  good  fortune 
to  learn'  to  know  him  personally  and  to  ’ 
observe  his  work  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  The  State  of  Kentucky  is  losing  { 
an  outstanding  Representative,  the  Con¬ 
gress  a  faithful  worker,  and  I  a  real 
frifend  in  Thruston’s  retirement. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  most  > 
Unfortunate  that  our  good  friend  Thurs¬ 
ton  Morton  is  leaving  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  All  of  us  will  miss  him  as  ? 
a  good  friend  and  able  colleague  but  the 
real  tragedy  is  that  the  Nation  will  lose  [ 
one  of  its  best  Members.  Thruston  * 
Morton  has  been  one  of  the  most  con¬ 
structive  members  of  the  House  Commit-  ; 
tee  on  Education  and  Labor  and  he  j 
served  on  that  committee  when  the  pres¬ 
sure  was  greatest  and  the  controvei’sies 
most  violent.  He  never  faltered  under  1 
pressure.  I  have  always  been  guided  by 
his  advice  and  counsel  on  all  matters 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  that  great  com-  ! 
mittee.  It  is  regrettable  that  he  is 
leaving  this  body.  I  hope  he  will  return 
often  and  stay  long  even  though  such  [ 
visits  may  not  be  on  official  business.  It 
goes  without  saying  that  we  will  welcome 
him  back  as  a  Member,  either  in  this 
body  or  the  other. 

CONTINUING  EXISTING  METHOD  OF 
COMPUTING  PARITY  PRICES  FOR 
BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODI¬ 
TIES 

Mr.  COOLEY  submitted  the  following 
s  conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
'f  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the  existing 
method  of  computing  parity  prices  for 
;  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for 
|  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2490) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
.  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 

:  8122)  to  continue  the  existing  method  of 
!  computing  parity  prices  for  basic  agricul- 
!  tural  commodities,  and  for  other  purposes, 
i  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
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have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  “That  section  301  (a)  (1)  (G) 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  the  parity  price  for 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  of  any 
date  during  the  six-year  period  beginning 
January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be  less  than  its 
parity  price  computed  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949.’ 

“Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  paragraph  at  the  end  of  section  101  (d) 
thereof: 

“‘(6)  The  level  of  support  to  cooperators 
shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
for  the  1953  and  1954  crops  of  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  with  respect  to  which 
producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas.’ 

“Sec.  3.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“1.  Add  a  new  subsection  (f)  at  the  end 
of  section  101  of  such  Act,  as  follows: 

“‘(f)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  relating 
to  price  support  for  cotton  shall  apply  sev¬ 
erally  to  (1)  American  upland  cotton  and 
(2)  extra  long  staple  cotton  described  in 
subsection  (a)  and  ginned  as  required  by 
subsection  (e)  of  section  347  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
except  that  the  level  of  price  support  which 
shall  be  made  available  to  cooperators  for 
extra  long  staple  cotton  of  the  1953  crop  if 
producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing 
quotas  therefor  shall  be  at  a  level  bearing 
the  same  relationship  to  the  level  of  price 
support  determined  for  American  upland 
cotton  as  the  average  farm  price  for  extra 
long  staple  cotton  during  the  period  1936-42, 
inclusive,  bore  to  such  price  for  American 
upland  cotton.  Disapproval  by  producers  of 
the  quota  proclaimed  under  such  section 
347  shall  place  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
section  101  (d)  (3)  of  this  act  with  respect 
to  the  extra  long  staple  cotton  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  such  section  347.  Nothing 
contained  herein  shall  affect  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  under  section  402  to  make 
support  available  for  extra  long  staple  cot¬ 
ton  in  accordance  with  such  section  402.’ 

"2.  Add  a  new  section  420  to  such  Act, 
reading  sis  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  420.  Any  price  support  program  in 
effect  on  cottonseed  or  any  of  its  products 
shall  be  extended  to  the  same  seed  and  prod¬ 
ucts  of  the  cottons  defined  under  section 
347  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended.’ 

“Sec.  4.  Section  347  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘LONG  STAPLE  COTTON 

•‘  ‘Sec.  347.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  section,  the  provisions  of  this 
part  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cot¬ 
ton  which  is  produced  from  pure  strain  va¬ 
rieties  of  the  Barbadense  species,  or  any 
hybrid  thereof,  or  other  similar  types  of  ex¬ 
tra  long  staple  cotton  designated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  having  characteristics  needed  for  var¬ 
ious  end  uses  for  which  American  upland 
cotton  is  not  suitable,  and  grown  in  Irrigated 
cotton-growing  regions  of  the  United  States 
designated  by  the  Secretary  or  other  areas 
designated  by  the  Secretary  as  suitable  for 
the  production  of  such  varieties  or  types. 

“‘(b)  Whenever  during  any  calendar  year, 
not  later  than  October  15,  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  that  the  total  suoply  of  cotton 
described  in  subsection  (a)  for  the  market- 
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lng  year  beginning  in  such  calendar  year  will 
exceed  the  normal  supply  thereof  for  such 
marketing  year  by  more  than  8  per  centum, 
the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  such  fact  and 
a  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  in  effect 
for  the  crop  of  such  cotton  produced  in  the 
next  calendar  year.  The  Secretary  shall  also 
determine  and  specify  in  such  proclamation 
the  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota 
in  terms  of  the  quantity  of  cotton  described 
in  subsection  (a)  adequate  to  make  avail¬ 
able  a  normal  supply  of  such  cotton,  taking 
into  account  (1)  the  estimated  carry-over  at 
the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  which 
begins  in  the  next  calendar  year,  and  (2) 
the  estimated  imports  during  such  market¬ 
ing  year.  The  national  marketing  quota  for 
cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  for  any 
year  shall  not  be  less  than  the  larger  of  30,- 
000  bales  or  a  number  of  bales  equal  to  30 
per  centum  of  the  estimated  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  plus  exports  of  such  cotton  for  the 
marketing  year  beginning  in  the  calendar 
year  in  which  such  quota  is  proclaimed. 

“‘(c)  All  provisions  of  this  Act,  except 
section  342,  subsections  (h),  (k),  and  (1)  of 
section  344,  the  parenthetical  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  acreages  regarded  as  having  been 
planted  to  cotton,  and  the  provisions  relat¬ 
ing  to  minimum  small  farm  allotments,  shall, 
insofar  as  applicable,  apply  to  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  authorized  by 
this  section:  Provided,  That  the  applicable 
penalty  rate  for  such  cotton  under  section 
346  shall  be  the  higher  of  50  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  or  50  per  centum  of  the  sup¬ 
port  price  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  as  of 
the  date  specified  therein. 

“‘(d)  Unless  marketing  quotas  are  in  ef¬ 
fect  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  penalty  provisions  of  section  346  shall 
not  apply  to  any*  cotton  the  staple  of  which 
is  one  and  one-half  inches  or  more  in  length. 

“‘(e)  The  exemptions  authorized  by  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (d)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  unless  (1)  the  cotton  is  ginned 
on  a  roller-type  gin  or  (2)  the  Secretary  au¬ 
thorizes  the  cotton  to  be  ginned  on  another 
type  gin  for  experimental  purposes  or  to 
prevent  loss  of  the  cotton  due  to  frost  or 
other  adverse  condition.’  ” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 
George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Charles  B.  Hoeven, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 
MrLTON  R.  Young, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8122)  to  continue 
the  existing  methods  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodities,  and 
for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report : 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  of  the  House  bill  -and 
substituted  new  language  which  was  in  part 
the  same  as  that  in  the  House  bill.  The  re¬ 
sult  of  the  Senate  action  was  to  leave  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  House  bill  unchanged,  to  strike 
out  all  of  section  2,  and  to  add  two  new  sec¬ 
tions  to  the  bill  providing  price  support  for 
extra-long-staple  cotton. 

The  effect  of  the  action  takefi  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  is  to  leave  section  1 
of  the  House  bill  unchanged,  to  reinstate 
section  2  with  modifications,  and  to  accept 
the  new  sections  adopted  by  the  Senate,  deal¬ 
ing  with  long-staple  cotton,  with  some  modi¬ 
fications.  Details  of  the  changes  are  set  out 
below. 


Section  1 :  This  section,  which  extends  the 
dual  parity  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  is  the  same  as  section  1  of  the 
House  bill. 

Section  2:  This  section,  which  was  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  bill  by  the  Senate,  has  been 
reinstated  with  an  amendment  which  makes 
the  provisions  of  the  section  applicable  only 
to  crops  of  1953  and  1954,  instead  of  the 
three  years  1953-55  provided  in  the  House 
bill. 

Sections  3  and  4:  The  purpose  of  these 
sections,  as  agreed  to  by  the  committee  of 
conference,  is  to  provide  price  support  for 
the  1953  crop  of  extra-long-staple  cotton 
based  on  the  historical  ratio  of  the  price  of 
such  cotton  to  the  price  of  upland  cotton. 
As  adopted  by  the  Senate,  these  sections 
would  have  based  the  level  of  support  upon 
a  cost  of  production  factor. 

As  agreed  to  by  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence,  the  level  of  support  for  extra-long- 
staple  cotton  will  be  determined  by  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  farm  price  of  long- 
staple  cotton  and  the  farm  price  of  Ameri¬ 
can  upland  cotton  in  the  7  years  1936-42 
inclusive.  The  committee  is  informed  that 
this  will  result  in  a  support  price  for  extra- 
long-staple  cotton  about  2.3  times  the  sup¬ 
port  price  of  short-staple  cotton. 

At  present  price  levels  this  would  provide 
a  support  price  in  the  neighborhood  of  75 
cents  per  pound  for  long-staple  cotton.  Un¬ 
der  the  incentive  production  program  an¬ 
nounced  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  produce  long-staple  cotton  for  strategic 
purposes,  the  support  price  of  the  1952  crop 
is  about  $1.05  per  pound.  The  support  level 
for  1953  provided  in  this  bill,  therefore,  is 
approximately  30  cents  per  pound  below  the 
present  level  of  price  support. 

As  adopted  by  the  Senate,  these  sections 
would  have  been  permanent  legislation.  As 
agreed  by  the  committee  of  conference,  the 
provisions  relating  to  the  level  of  support 
for  long-staple  cotton  will  apply  only  to 
the  1953  crop. 

These  sections  also  require  that  price-sup¬ 
port  programs  for  cottonseed  or  cottonseed 
products  be  extended  to  cover  the  seeds  or 
products  of  long-staple  cotton. 

The  committee  of  conference  also  made 
a  minor  change  in  the  provision  of  section  4 
relating  to  the  penalty  rate  for  long-staple 
cotton.  As  adopted  by  the  Senate,  the  bill 
provided  that  the  penalty  should  be  50  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price.  The  committee 
of  conference  amended  this  provision  to  make 
the  penalty  50  per  centum  of  the  parity  price 
or  50  per  centum  of  the  support  price,  which¬ 
ever  is  higher. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 
George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Charles  B.  Hoeven, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8122)  to  continue  the  existing 
method  of  computing  parity  prices  for 
basic  agricultural  commodities,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  shows  again  what  I  have 
contended  right  along  that  this  whole 
question  of  agricultural  price  supports 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  its 
treatment  in  the  Congress  not  being  an 
adversary  proceeding  is  not  going  to 
hold  the  proper  balance  between  the 


July  5 

interests  of  farmers  and  the  interests  of 
consumers.  Here  we  have  the  wjiole 
fixed  90  percent  support  continued  on 
the  six  basic  commodities,  the  modern 
parity  formula  we  adopted  in  a  consid¬ 
ered  way  shunted  aside  again  and. a  new 
price  support  plan  added  for  long  staple 
cotton  all  in  this  conference  report. 

I  made  my  fight  on  the  bill  when  it 
was  before  us  in  the  House  but  lost  on  a 
record  vote.  However,  that  vote  showed 
that  a  very  substantial  minority  ques¬ 
tioned  the  validity  of  the  inflexibility  of 
this  price  support  bill.  I  feel  sincerely 
that  this  policy  will  prove  to  be  unwise 
for  farmers  in  that  its  very  inflexibility 
has  the  difficulty  of  bringing  on  an  un¬ 
favorable  reaction  from  the  80  percent 
of  the  population  who  are  now  farm  con¬ 
sumers  and  whose  support  for  any  kind 
of  Government  price  supports  is  essen¬ 
tial. 

I  hope  that  in  the  next  Congress  the 
whole  program  of  Government  farm 
price  supports  may  be  reviewed  and  a 
policy  holding  an  even  balance  be¬ 
tween  farmers  and  consumers  may  re¬ 
sult.  Some  support  is  needed  to  avoid 
a  1932-type  economic  break  for  the 
farmer  but  I  feel  the  whole  program  has 
gone  far  beyond  that  into  close  to  price 
guaranties.  In  addition  this  has  had  a 
tendency  to  cause  the  whole  chain  of 
middlemen  and  what  they  charge  to  be 
overlooked  and  this  is  of  great  impor¬ 
tance  to  both  farmers  and  consumers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered.  * 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

[Mr.  CROSSER  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 


^MENDING  TITLE  II  OF  THE  SOCIAL 
SECURITY  ACT 

MILLS  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (Hk  R.  7800)  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  increased  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  benefits,  to  pre¬ 
serve  insurance  rights  of  permanently 
and  totalljA^disabled  individuals,  and 
increase  the'amount  of  earnings  per 
ted  without  loi$£  of  benefits,  and  for  o.  er 
purposes : 

Conference  RepJ)rt  (H.  Rept.  No/^491 ) 

The  committee  ofNconference  oA  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  thV  two  Hoyses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Semite  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7800)  to  amend  title  II  oi  the  jsocial  Security 
Act  to  increase  old-age  amiy4urvivors  insur¬ 
ance  benefits,  to  preserveXinsurance  rights 
of  permanently  and  totally  cUsabled  individ¬ 
uals,  and  to  increase  the  anyount  of  earn¬ 
ings  permitted  without  loss  oXbenefits,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  lifter  full  and 
free  conference,  h^e  agreed  to\ecommend 
and  do  recommenjf  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows:  / 

That  the  Se/iate  recede  from  its  \mend- 
ments  numbered  2,  13,  20,  21,  and  2^  and 
from  its  amendment  to  the  title. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to Jme  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  T  8,  9,  10,  11,  and  16,  and  agree  t^ 
the  same. 


.  «  L 
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Public  Law  585  -  82d  Congress 
Chapter  933  -  2d  Session 
H.  R.  8122 

AN  ACT 

To  continue  the  existing  method  of  computing  parity  prices  for  basic  agricultural 
commodities,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  301 
(a)  (1)  (G)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  11)38  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : _ 

“(G)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section! 
the  parity  price  for  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  of  any  date) 
during  the  six-year  period  beginning  January  1,  1950,  shall  not  be 
less  than  its  parity  price  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949." 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  paragraph  at  the  end  of  section  101  (d)  thereof : 

“(6)  The  level  of  support  of  cooperators  shall  be  90  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  for  the  1953  and  1954  crops  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity  with  respect  to  which  producers  have  not  disapproved 
marketing  quotas/’ 

Sec.  3.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

1.  Add  a  new  subsection  (f)  at  the  end  of  section  101  of  such  Act, 
as  follows : 

“(f)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  relating  to  price  support  for  cotton 
shall  apply  severally  to  (1)  American  upland  cotton  and  (2)  extra 
long  staple  cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  and  ginned  as  required 
by  subsection  (e)  of  section  347  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  except  that  the  level  of  price  support  which  shall  be 
made  available  to  cooperators  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  of  the  1953 
crop  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  therefor 
shall  be  at  a  level  bearing  the  same  relationship  to  the  level  of  price 
support  determined  for  American  upland  cotton  as  the  average  farm 
price  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  during  the  period  1936-1942,  inclu¬ 
sive,  bore  to  such  price  for  American  upland  cotton.  Disapproval 
by  producers  of  the  quota  proclaimed  under  such  section  347  shall 
place  into  effect  the  provisions  of  section  101  (d)  (3)  of  this  Act 
with  respect  to  the  extra  long  staple  cotton  described  in  subsection 
(a)  of  such  section  347.  Nothing  contained  herein  shall  affect  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  under  section  402  to  make  support  avail¬ 
able  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  in  accordance  with  such  section  402." 

2.  Add  a  new  section  420  to  such  Act,  reading  as  follows: 

“Sec.  420.  Any  price  support  program  in  effect  on  cottonseed  or  any 
of  its  products  shall  be  extended  to  the  same  seed  and  products  of  the 
cottons  defined  under  section  347  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended." 

Sec.  4.  Section  347  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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LONG  STAPLE  COTTON 


“Sec.  347.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  by  this  section,  the  Exemptions, 
provisions  of  this  part  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cotton 
which  is  produced  from  pure  strain  varieties  of  the  Barbadense  species, 
or  anj'  hybrid  thereof,  or  other  similar  types  of  extra  long  staple  cotton 
designated  by  the  Secretary  having  characteristics  needed  for  various 
end  uses  for  which  American  upland  cotton  is  not  suitable,  and  grown 
in  irrigated  cotton-growing  regions  of  the  United  States  designated 
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by  the  Secretary  or  other  areas  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  suitable 
for  the  production  of  such  varieties  or  types. 

“(b)  Whenever  during  any  calendar  year,  not  later  than  October  15, 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  total  supply  of  cotton  described  in 
subsection  (a)  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  such  calendar  year 
will  exceed  the  normal  supply  thereof  for  such  marketing  year  by 
more  than  8  per  centum,  the  Secretary  shall  proclaim  such  fact  and 
a  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  such 
cotton  produced  in  the  next  calendar  year.  The  Secretary  shall  also 
determine  and  specify  in  such  proclamation  the  amount  of  the  national 
marketing  quota  in  terms  of  the  quantity  of  cotton  described  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  adequate  to  make  available  a  normal  supply  of  such  cotton, 
taking  into  account  (1)  the  estimated  carry-over  at  the  beginning  of 
the  marketing  year  which  begins  in  the  next  calendar  year,  and  (2) 
the  estimated  imports  during  such  marketing  year.  The  national 
marketing  quota  for  cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  for  any  year 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  larger  of  thirty  thousand  bales  or  a  number 
of  bales  equal  to  30  per  centum  of  the  estimated  domestic  consumption 
plus  exports  of  such  cotton  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  quota  is  proclaimed. 

“(c)  All  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  section  342,  subsections  (h), 
(k),  and  (1)  of  section  344,  the  parenthetical  provisions  relating  to 
acreages  regarded  as  having  been  planted  to  cotton,  and  the  provisions 
relating  to  minimum  small  farm  allotments,  shall,  insofar  as  appli¬ 
cable,  apply  to  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  authorized 
by  this  section:  Provided ,  That  the  applicable  penalty  rate  for  such 
cotton  under  section  346  shall  be  the  higher  of  50  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  or  50  per  centum  of  the  support  price  for  extra  long  staple 
cotton  as  of  the  date  specified  therein. 

“(d)  Unless  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  under  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section,  the  penalty  provisions  of  section  346  shall  not  apply 
to  any  cotton  the  staple  of  which  is  one  and  one-half  inches  or  more 
in  length. 

“(e)  The  exemptions  authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (d)  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  unless  (1)  the  cotton  is  ginned  on  a  roller-type 
gin  or  (2)  the  Secretary  authorizes  the  cotton  to  be  ginned  on  another 
type  gin  for  experimental  purposes  or  to  prevent  loss  of  the  cotton 
due  to  frost  or  other  adverse  condition.’’ 

Approved  July  17,  1952. 
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